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ABSTRACT 


Recent tranformational-generative analyses of interrogative 
structures are examined in the light of evidence from French and 
English. These analyses provide, in one form or another, a marker 
in the underlying representations for sentence types such as 
declarative, interrogative, imperative, which triggers the operation 
of certain transformations. Interrogative structures additionally 
require a device to relate the sentence-type marker to other elements 
in the sentence. It is generally assumed that the sentence-type 
marker occurs in sentence-initial position and that it dominates the 
sentence. The secondary device specifies the focus of the sentence 
marker. 

Among the attempts at specifying the nature of these 
devices are those of Katz and Postal (1964), Langacker (1969) and 
Baker (1970). Analysis of these proposals shows that their 
individually distinctive properties are unmotivated. It is possible 
to provide a coherent account of French interrogative structures 
using the bipartite signalling device originally proposed by Katz and 
Postal (abbreviated as @ and WH) and an associated constraint (Katz- 
Postal constraint) which prevents transformations from changing 
meaning. Later efforts to increase the scope and kinds of informa- 
tion included in a syntactic grammar are shown to be inferior to the 
Katz-Postal analysis. In particular, abstract sentences or 
performatives are rejected as neither well motivated nor well 


formulated. At the same time, it seems clear that a considerable amount 
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of extralinguistic information is crucial to an account of many 
aspects of interrogative structures. The Katz-Postal framework 
allows inclusion of such information in the syntactic grammar 
without speculating on how this information may be structured or 
represented. In this respect, the analysis of French interrogatives 
presented here should be considered more a guideline for future 


research than a definitive statement. 
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CHAPTER I 


INTRODUCTION 
1.0 Orientation 


The aim of this thesis is to explore recent analyses of 
interrogative structures with particular reference to interrogatives 
in modern French. The theoretical orientation is that established 
by Chomsky (1957, 1965) and known as the generative-transformational 
model. In the main this thesis deals with two general points. It 
is concerned with defining what the underlying structures of questions 
in general must minimally contain and with how the surface structures 


of questions in French are derived. 


teak Underlying structures: the Katz-Postal constraint 


1.11 Meaning preservation 

Katz and Postal (1962) proposed a constraint to make 
transformations meaning preserving. This constraint was required 
for a number of syntactic reasons. One was the fact that in sentences 
like (1) and (2) there is no apparent way to designate functional 


properties such as "subject of" and "object of". 


(i)) a. WON drankechesmi le. 
b. The milk was drunk by John. 
(2) a. The picture was painted by a new student. 


b. The picture was painted by a new technique. 
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That is, the derived structures of these sentences do 
not provide a "unique correlation between grammatical relations and 
configurations of constituents" (p.39) whereas underlying P-markers 
do provide such a correlation. 

These sentences contrast with (3) and (4) where the 
meaning differences lie in the order relationships between the terms 


and not in the individual lexical items. 


(3) John loves Mary. 


(4) Mary loves John. 


Although the order of elements from (1 a) to (1 b) and from (2 a) to 
(2 b) has been altered, the grammatical relationships have not. 
Functional meaning is specified independently of superficial ordering. 
Functional meaning can be consistently specified in underlying 
structures provided that transformations are constrained so as not 
to change this meaning. 

Additional support for the meaning preservation constraint 
is found in sentence pairs like (5) and (6) where the italicized 


words in each pair carry identical meaning. 


(5) a. He looked up the number. 
b. He looked the number up. 
(6) a. Almost all the contestants have been chosen. 


b. The contestants have almost all been chosen. 


If these items (lexical in (5) and constituent in (6)) 
are given a semantic reading in underlying P-markers, then no special 


means of equating discontinuous superficial elements is required 
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and the order changing transformations which derive the (b) versions 
from the (a) versions of (5) and (6) avoid the use of special 
interpretive devices on surface structures. 

Deletion transformations offer additional support for the 
Katz-Postal constraint (KPC). Sentences like (7) have undergone a 
deletion transformation which has deleted the verb phrase "plays 


chess" after "Sydney." 
(7) John plays chess as well as Sydney. 


If the surface structure were the source of the semantic reading for 
a sentence like (7) we could assert that (7) could be paraphrased 
as (8). 


(8) John plays chess as well as Sydney makes shoes. 


Since (7) is never understood as a paraphrase of sentences like (8) 
but only as a shortened version of (9), the grammar must not permit 


derivation of (7) from (8). 
(9) John plays chess as well as Sydney plays chess. 


Sentences (7) and (8) therefore derive from different underlying 
P-markers. These P-markers can therefore be the source of the 
respective semantic readings of (7) and (8). 

In addition to permutation and deletion, Katz and Postal 
argue that the addition of do into the derived structure of (10) as 
a carrier of the present tense morpheme does not violate their 


constraint since do does not alter the meaning. 


(10) John does not go home. 
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They contend that the semantic reading of (10) is contained in (11), 
which, although ungrammatical as a surface structure, contains all 
the meaning information of (10). 

(11) *John not go home. 

Since (11) is an approximation of the underlying structure of (10) 
it is once again clear that underlying structures can provide the 
basis for the semantic reading of sentences. 

If semantic readings are obtained from underlying P- 
markers, there is no need to obtain additional penantic readings 
from either intermediate or surface structures. Not only would such 
a dual reading procedure involve unnecessary duplication, it would 
also entail the addition of considerable ad hoc formal machinery, 
especially in cases represented by sentences (5) and (6) where the 
specific types of discontinuity do not follow any pattern which is 
predictable from surface structure. Sentence (12) substantiates 
this last point. 

(12) Almost all the contestants have finally been 


randomly chosen. 


1.12 Recoverability 

Accompanying the meaning preservation constraint, Katz 
and Postal (1964:79-84) proposed the condition that the operations 
of transformations be recoverable. Nonambiguous sentences derive 
from underlying structures which are uniquely recoverable. That is, 
transformations can delete, permute or insert elements only in such 


a way that it is possible to uniquely reverse the effect of the 
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transformation. It is the unique recoverability condition which 
makes it possible to reconstruct an underlying P-marker from a 
surface structure and thereby determine the semantic reading of a 
sentence. For example, (8) is not a paraphrase of (7) because the 
deletion transformation in question can only delete verb phrases 
which are identical to a preceding verb phrase. If it were not for 
this identity condition, (7) would be synonymous with any one or 
abe Or CL) ¢ 
(13) John plays chess as well as Sydney | eats. 
hunts. 
plays hockey. 
The implication of the meaning preservation and recover- 
ability constraints is that all aspects of meaning are determined in 
the underlying structure. This conclusion has been challenged in 
recent literature. If the implication is challenged, then so are 
the constraints since if not all meaning is determined by underlying 
structure, then some meaning derives from the operations which 
produce surface structures. The transformations could not, then, 


be meaning preserving. 


ie2s Lhesinterpretivist, position 


Chomsky (1969) has argued against the idea that all aspects 
of meaning are determined by underlying structures. He offers a 
number of arguments in defense of the position that some aspects of 


meaning are determined at the surface structure level. 
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There are sentences like (14) (where capitalization 


indicates primary stress). 


(14) a. Is it JOHN who writes poetry? 


b. It isn't JOHN who writes poetry. 


A natural response to (14) can be (15). 


(15) No, it is BILL who writes poetry. 


The focus of (14 a) and (14 b) is JOHN and the presupposition is "some- 
one writes poetry.'' Sentence (15) has the same presupposition but 
replaces one focused lexical item, JOHN, by another lexical item, 

BILL, which is also focused. As a response to (14 b) (15) is a 
confirmation. If (15) is a response to (14 a) it is a correction 

of the focus of the question with an interpretation like (16). 


John 


(16) No, it is not {ae 


\ who writes poetry, it is BILL 


who writes poetry. 


The focused element, BILL, functions in contrast to some other 
element, which may also be focused. 
Chomsky contends that (17) cannot be a natural response 


to either sentence in (14). 
(17) No, John writes only SHORT STORIES. 


The unnaturalness of (17) apparently stems from the fact that the 
presupposition of (14) is not repeated. It can however be contended 
that (17) is a response to (14) in a clear way. Rather than reaf- 
firming or correcting the focus, (17) corrects the presupposition. 


It is possible to construct a context in which (112i) is natural: 


7) 


$yxieoq estixw ow MHOL 42 at «s (SI) 
.(iisog esitaw odw WHOL jtaai iy “Vd 
(21) 96 aso (AD) 02 semoqaes Ietuaen A 


-yidseq eettew ofw J11d@ et Jf ,om (et) 


agmoe" ef notsteoqquesrg adt bas WHOL at Cd AL) bos (s #1) to avo0t dT 
jud nokiteoqquesiq Smee oift esd (¢1) sonetase " yvissog es3iiw sao 
~mogi [anixel rzeddone yd . WHOL .moest Ipokxsl beaus0? sno esontqes 
» et (21) (d AL) o3 senoqeot s 2A .beavd0t cals et dokdw .AdId 
woljoestx0> 8 et 45 (6 AL) 02 oamoqest 5 ek (el) 2 .noitemri2aeo 
(01) sALL noitsisiqisjal oe atv nottesup sila. 20 aus02 sft to 


anol 
WHOL | 
.Yisseq esiizw onw 


Give el +i .yxis0q e93trw oriw ‘ gon ef ak (on (ai) 


: | 
+sfto smoe of tasttnoo mt enotisavt .JdTd .jaomels boenoot sf 
.bSeus0% ed cals yan dotdw ,3nomeis 
semoqest [exude s sd jonas (VL) tsdi ebastnos ywlemorld 


.(4I) nt somsinee xeitto o2 
,2aTHOTe THOKRe ylao estitw ndot .of (VL) 


oft ted3 tosi oj mor? amie linosaqas (1) to essnistwisnny odT 
bebastaos od rsvswod meso Sad ails ton ef (Af) to lala fn 
~iset ti r9iteA oe telrtio 8 nt (at) ot senogest s ef (V1) sada | ~ 
-aostkeogprassg aah aaneri03 ( (<8u902 93 gaktoeri0> 10 gone 3 
iiatwase at (St). oul ot Selden’ Jouisenos os sidiesoq at a 


a 


\, sa 


(18) Speaker 1: Do you remember John and Bill, the 
writers, that you met at the party? 
Speaker 2: Yes, but I can't remember which one writes 
short stories and which one writes short poems, 
Is it JOHN who writes poetry? 
Speaker 1: No, John writes only SHORT STORIES. 
(implication: someone else (viz. BILL) writes 
short poems.) 
Chomsky's subsequent argument is therefore weakened. 
He proposes two alternatives for dealing with the focus 
and presuppositions of (14): a) focus and presupposition are 
derived from the deep structure; b) focus and presupposition are 
determined by the phrase containing the surface intonation contour. 
If the first alternative is accepted then the underlying 
structures of sentences (S) have the form 
Sices S¥acF (Pp 
Where S' consists of the categorial (syntactic) component, F stands 
for focus devices and P represents presuppositions. Chomsky contends, 


however, that this scheme is a notational variant! of a system which 


‘The term "notational variant" as used by Chomsky is unclear. He 
states that two analyses are notational variants of each other when 
they do not make any different empirical claims. He then contends that 
a grammar which includes all aspects of meaning in its underlying 
structures is a notational variant of one which allows surface 
interpretations which are distinct from underlying interpretations. 

A grammar which is reflected by the schema S > S' F P seems to imply 
that the speaker manipulates his surface linguistic elements so that 
they communicate his intended (or deep structure) message. A grammar 
which derives F and P from the surface structure seems in contrast 

to imply that the speaker arrived at the actual message somewhat by 
accident. It is therefore difficult to see what the term notational 
variant can mean. In particular, it is difficult to know just what 


empirical claims Chomsky 7s making. 
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determines focus and presupposition from surface structures. 

Part of the argument is that F and P would operate as 
filtering devices on elements derived from S'. These filtering 
devices would function so as to exclude sentences not consistent 
with the content of F and P. If this were the case, then Chomsky 
is correct in assuming that the two alternatives to dealing with F 
and P can be merged. However, one can just as easily argue that 
underlying F and P operate as triggers for specific transformations 
so that the derivational history of two S's which are identical in 
underlying structure except that they differ in some specific detail 
of F and/or P would be different. Support for this analysis is 
outlined in detail in Chapter III below. 

The discourse (18) demonstrates that sentences belong to 
contextual frames and function in context. It also illustrates 
that the syntactic elements can be manipulated to express presupposi- 
tions, nuances and so on that the speaker wishes to emphasize. 
Chomsky explicitly denies this possibility because he feels it 
reflects the ''Saussurian' view that a sentence is constructed by a 
series of successive choices, and that each of these may be related 
to semantic considerations of some sort" (p.37). He views these 
choices as metaphorical because he is concerned about the production 
of sentences as a competence phenomenon, rather than as a performance 
factor.” 

Chomsky bases his conclusions on evidence which is 


For a characterization of the competence-performance distinction see 
Chomsky (1965). For criticism see Hymes (1972), Leech (1968). 
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exclusively syntactic as in sentences (19). 
(19) a. Peter wants only to sell us out. 

b. Peter only wants to sell us out. 

c. Only Peter wants to sell us out. 
The argument constructed on the basis of these data is attributed to 
Kuroda (1969). Since only can occur in any of three positions in 
(19) the conclusion is that the positioning of only is transformational. 
Only is attached via an attachment transformation to the subject, 
verb or complement. Since the meaning of the sentence varies 
according to the position of only we are then left with the result 
that at least one transformation which operates on derived structures 
changes meaning. However, as Partee (1971) points out, it is pos- 
sible to have more than one only per sentence: 

(20) Only Peter wants only to sell us out. 

The argument is therefore refuted on syntactic grounds. 

A second aspect of the same argument is that even has the 
same distributional and meaning changing qualities as only, as 
illustrated in (21). 

(21) a. Even Peter wants to sell us out. 

b. Peter even wants to sell us out. 
c. Peter wants even to sell us out. 

Possible counterevidence to the single occurrence of even 
appears in sentences like (22) with heavy contrastive stress on 
Peter. 

(22) Even Peter even wants to sell us out. 


Partee (1971) suggests that the difficulty with (22) might be due 
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to a performance problem of interpreting the complex relations. In 
this regard it is necessary to note that the meanings associated 
with only and even are different. Whereas only separates the follow- 
ing constituent from other members of a set (e.g. Peter in (19 c) as 
opposed to John, David, Grant, Tommy and Mel), even includes the 
following constituent into a larger set (e.g. Peter as well as 
Harry, Ernest and Phil). A sentence like (22) then emphasizes that 
not only does Peter belong to a larger set but that the larger set 
is itself included in an even larger set. It may be due to this 
double inclusion that (22) is sometimes judged as unacceptable. It 
is not clear why double exclusions like (20) should be easier to 
interpret, however. Furthermore, the different relationships argue 
for different deep structure representations, with only and even 
occurring as surface manifestations of underlying inclusion and 
exclusion. In any event it is not obvious that the difficulties with 
even arise through transformational attachment, and Chomsky's argu- 
ment is therefore weakened. 

Another syntactic argument raised by Chomsky and attributed 
to Jackendoff is that the scope of negative elements is determined 
by surface structure. Because their positions vary, Chomsky believes 
that the negative elements in (23) are placed transformationally. 

(23) a. Not many arrows hit the target. 

b. Many arrows didn't hit the target. 


c. Not many arrows didn't hit the target. 


The scope of the negative is determined by its position. In (23 a) 


is 


4 


nl .eaotssaler xelqmos of) gatsezqietat to noldorg somamrolt9g & 03, 
betetovass agaidsam of Jetld stom o3 viseescen eb sib bregez eldd 
-wofiot add eessragee YING esstedW .3u9152TIb sis nse bee ylno dstw 


= 


7 
. 


{ 1 
es (9 @f) mi «sted .g.9) gee 6 20 exsdmsm sort0 mor? Jnaustsano> gat 


silt dobulont secs , (ISM bas ymincl .teestd (bund ynlol.os Beeegqo 
2s Ifew es vstSi .g9) Joe tegrel 5 o3nk Insutivenos gutwolie? 
feds aoxkesriqms carla (SS) aatf eonsines A .CUAG bus teontl yl 
$e tegxel odd jedi tud 39a xegisl 5 of gholed setst es0b yino Jon 
ald? og sub sd ysm 41 .398 I1Ssgxel seve as mi bobulont iieedt et 
+E .sidgtqscopnnu’ es begbut seaktemos ef (SS) Jens noteuloat siduab 
ot tstess od blyode (0S) sdtl enakeuloxs siduob ywdw 1aef5 Jom ek 
eugis eqitencisefot Insistitb ads .sromredijiwi .isvewod ,291qzesnt 
sets Boa ylno dilw ,enotsjetasesiqs1 sivsouie qesb sasisiittbh got 
bos sotéuvionk saiyivebay do enokseses tinsa sositue as gnitiuose 
datw estaivoriikb 9d3 46Hd audtydo 30n et 3f tnsvo yne al .nobeuloxe 
“ugis e'ylemotd bose ,tasmdisei3s Isnolismrolensz3 eneatd seiis nes 
-bsosassw stcistsdt ef Jam 

botuditijs bas yiamordd yd bsetsr dasmugis otjosinye todjonA 
banimistebh ei atnemeis svitsasm io sqooe oid Jedd at tiobnsdaal og 
esvetiod ywiemodd ,yxev egokiieoq thedi seusosG .studourte sostiva yd 
-yilsnotismszotans13 bedsig ote (ES) nt sicemsis svitegsn ofa Jteds 

.29g164 949 Siti aworis yram 30% .e (ES) | 
sJegras es tid 3’ abtb eworre yoo! .d 
-dsgust sit sed t'abib awotrs ynsm 70K .5 

(s tS) al .noktteog ett yd benkmteisd et avisagen ofa 26 4qao@ sft 


| ion a0 


a 


the whole proposition "many arrows hit the target" is the scope of 
not. In (23 b) on the other hand it is only the verb phrase which 
is negated. Since (23 c) contains two negative elements there are 
two scopes: in one instance the verb phrase is negated and in the 
other the proposition containing the negative verb phrase is denied. 
With the varying scope of the negative there are variations in 
meaning. Chomsky argues, therefore, that if the position of the 
negative is transformationally derived, the transformation involved 
is not meaning preserving. 

The interpretivist analysis of (23) parallels the arguments 
dealing with even and only. It implies that there can only be one 
occurrence of a negative element (NEG) per sentence. However (23 c) 
demonstrates that such is not the case. If there were one NEG 
attached to the NP and another NEG attached to the VP then the two 
separate negations in (23 c) would be easily statable in underlying 
structures. 

A third argument in a similar vein raised by Chomsky has 
to do with the reconstruction of presuppositions in sentences like 
(24) and (25). 

(24) Hilary has climbed Everest. 

(25) Marco Polo has climbed Everest. 

Both of these sentences imply that Hilary and Marco Polo are both 
alive. In fact,without the presupposition that Marco Polo is alive 
(25) is only marginally acceptable. If (24) and (25) are conjoined 
to form (26) Chomsky argues that the presuppositions of (24) and (25) 


are lost. 
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(26) Marco Polo and Hilary have climbed Everest. 

He then concludes that the transformational process deriving (26) 
from (24) and (25) does not preserve meaning. | 

A second presupposition implied by all of (24), (25) and 
(26) is that Everest continues to exist. This fact is shown in the 
contrast between these sentences and (27). 

(27) a. Hilary had climbed Everest. 

b. Marco Polo had climbed Everest. 

c. Marco Polo and Hilary had climbed Everest. 
The presupposition in (24) and (25) that Everest continues to exist 
is preserved in (26). Furthermore (26) can reflect the presupposi- 
tion that Hilary and Marco Polo are both alive. What (26) cannot do 
is reflect the presuppositions that one of Hilary and Marco Polo is 
alive while the other is dead. Neither can (26) focus on the pre- 
supposition that Hilary is alive in (24) and that Everest continues 
to exist in (25). That is, (26) can only reflect similar presupposi- 
tions concerning the subjects or the predicates of (24) and (25) 
but the presuppositions can not be mixed. This aspect of Chomsky's 
argument is therefore invalid. 

There is an independent nonsyntactic argument against 
surface interpretation. All three of the above illustrations (only/ 
even, negative placement, and has/have) of transformational meaning 
change depend on the view that the focus (F) and presupposition (P) 
values are associated with some specific underlying syntactic 
feature. As outlined earlier it is possible to view F and P as 


part of the underlying structure of sentences that trigger 
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transformations which operate upon specifiable strings. If the 
purely syntactic environment for a transformation only appears in 
near surface representation, then that transformation can simply be 
ordered to follow the transformations which produce the appropriate 
environments for its own application. 

Chomsky's three arguments sketched above all imply that the 
term in question is inserted and then given a reading. That is, 
they seem to imply that the speaker cannot predetermine the syntax of 
his messages and that whether he produces the syntactic sequence 
(23 a) "Not many arrows hit the target" or (23 c) "Many arrows didn't 
hit the target" is a matter of accident. Such implications are 
intuitively mistaken. 

Partee (1971) brings to bear syntactic evidence which 
directly refutes one of Chomsky's arguments. Chomsky claims that 
since the position of each in (29) can be derived via a simple rule, 
the rule will have to be allowed even though meanings are thereby 
changed. 

(29) a. Each of the men hates his brothers. 

b. The men each hate his brothers. 
Sentence (29 a) is ambiguous in that hts can refer to each of the 
men or to someone else. The putative transform (29 b) does not share 
this ambiguity and hts can only be interpreted as referring to some 
other person than those represented by each of the men. The deriva- 
tion of (29 b) from (29 a) would therefore constitute a meaning change. 


Partee points out that each-hopping, the transformation 
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which derives (29 b) from (29 a) also requires the change of his to 
thetr in sentences like (30). 
(30) a. Each of the men hates his own brothers. 
b. *Each of the men hates their own brothers. 
c. The men each hate their own brothers. 
d. *The men each hate his own brothers. 
She then argues that this "pluralization rule" is similar to one 
required for conjunction reduction as in (31). 
(31) a. John hates himself and Bill hates himself. 
b. John and Bill hate themselves. 

Chomsky proposes that (30 a) underlies (30 d) but that the 
latter is excluded by filtering devices. If this is so, then (30 c) 
must derive from (30 b) which is then also filtered out. The 
pluralization rule required for (30), and also required for (31), 
automatically eliminates the ungrammatical sequences of (30) without 
appeal to filtering devices or surface changes in meaning. Partee 
(1971 : 12) then concludes that the examples in (30) constitute an 
argument in favor of meaning preservation and against surface 
structure interpretation and accompanying filtering devices. 

Not all of Chomsky's arguments have been discussed here, 
and not all of those discussed have been definitively refuted. 
Partee (1971) discusses a number of problem areas which make a final 
statement on the nature of underlying representations impossible at 
the present time. She points out that there are negative and 
positive arguments on both sides and that until more syntactic 


analyses are carried out the question will remain open. Aspects of 
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a grammar of usage may prove to be important factors in arriving at 
a final decision. 

In spite of the fact that a final position cannot be taken 
with regard to the exhaustive specification of meaning in the under- 
lying structures of some (English) sentences, this thesis demonstrates 
that French interrogatives can be so handled if the underlying 
structure is allowed to include presuppositional information to which 
transformations are sensitive. In particular, it is argued that 


nothing is gained by departing from the KPC in the analysis of French. 


te3 Organization 


In Chapter II a chronological study of generative treat- 
ments of interrogatives lays the groundwork for evaluating, in 
Chapter III, aspects of recent proposals concerning the abstract 
representations of sentences. Specifically, Langacker (1969b) and 
Baker (1970) claim that systems of indices are required to relate a 
question morpheme to specific elements lower in a phrase marker. 
Evaluation of these proposals involves consideration of the nature 
of abstract sentences in general as well as a lengthy argument con- 
cerning the analysis of “embedded sentences" as relative clauses. 
The conclusion is that once the unnecessary trappings of abstract 
sentences and indices are discarded, these recent proposals are 
functional equivalents of an earlier proposal made by Katz and 
Postal (1964). The Katz-Postal analysis of interrogatives is 


adequate, in most of its essentials, for French. It is further 
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argued in Chapter III that linguists will have to address problems 
of usage before additional refinement of structural descriptions is 
likely to prove fruitful. 

Chapter IV presents an outline of problems connected with 
describing French questions which use intonation to represent an 
underlying question morpheme. Some recent analyses prove to be 
untenable in that they attribute incorrect values to phonetic features 
and distributional factors. No satisfactory alternative is provided, 
but a direction for future research is proposed. 

Chapter V examines inversion questions in French at some 
length and proposes a derivation which draws upon several recent 
proposals. None of the previous analyses is free from difficulties, 
yet each offers certain features which should not be discarded. The 
resultant composite solution contravenes the general methodological 
principle that two transformations should not be proposed when one 
could perform the same syntactic operations. This principle cannot 
be upheld in this instance without violating certain clear distinc- 
tions of meaning relating to focus and presupposition. The solution 
demonstrates the viability of the Katz-Postal constraint for the 
description of focus and presuppositional factors in their relation- 
ship to syntactic operations. 

French questions formed with est-ce que and question words 
are examined in Chapter VI. This final section on French interrogatives 
describes such questions with considerably less abstraction than pre- 
ceding generative. analyses. Although the more abstract analyses 


provide elegant syntactic descriptions, they must be rejected on 


semantic grounds. 
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The conclusion is that focus and presuppositions must be 
taken into account in a syntactic description. This is illustrated 
most conclusively in Chapters III and IV. There is no evidence to 
suggest that abstract sentences (performatives) are the appropriate 
means of representing this information. The KPC can be maintained 
with no complication to the syntactic description if it is assumed 
that extralinguistic information is available to and used by a 
linguistic grammar. This assumption avoids premature speculation on 
the representation of the conceptual framework of an individual. A 
second conclusion is that the Katz-Postal proposal for handling 
questions using the KPC has not been significantly improved by recent 
attempts at extending the analysis. The Katz-Postal proposal is 


essentially followed here. 
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CHAPTER II 


THE INTERROGATIVE MORPHEME 
2.0 Introduction 


The analysis of interrogatives has played a prominent role 
in generative-transformational literature. The first formulation 
appears in Chomsky (1957). Several modifications and alternate 
proposals have been made since that time. These are examined here 
in chronological sequence and the major evolutionary changes presented. 

Two major trends in the analysis of questions (and other 
sentences) are noted. With the advent of the Katz-Postal constraint 
on transformational operations, it became necessary to distinguish 
all sentence types and subtypes from one another. Katz and Postal 
(1964) put forth a bipartite proposal to differentiate questions 
from nonquestions and to separate different types of questions. 
Later workers (Ross, Sadock and others) proposed highly abstract 
sentential "performative" and "hypersentence" structures to incor- 
porate a variety of semantic information concerning sentence types 
and other factors into underlying structures. These proposals are 


outlined in this chapter and examined and criticized in Chapter III. 


2.1 Chomsky's 1957 position 


Chomsky assumed a difference between 'yes/no' (YNQ) and 


'wh' questions (WHQ). YNQ (see (1) below) are those questions to 
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which it is possible to respond either 'yes' or 'no' in a coherent 
dialogue. WHQ ((2) below) question some specific constituent of a 
corresponding affirmative sentence. These questions require answers 
such as noun phrases, prepositional phrases, or complete sentences 


to be part of a coherent dialogue. 


(1) a. Did John see the dog swimming yesterday? Yes/No 
b. Are you a plumber? Yes/No 
c. Do you have any saskatoons? Yes/No 
d. Have you weeded the garden lately? Yes/No 

(2) a. What did John see yesterday? A dog. 


Who 
9 . : 
De. eee are you? I am the new janitor. 


c. Where did you go? Across to the bluff. 
d. When did you weed the garden? Last Thursday. 
Chomsky proposed the following transformation to handle 


YNQ. 
(3) Tq-optional’: 


‘The phrase structure rules which are relevant to understanding the 
symbols contained in the structural description (S.D.) appear as: 
(Chomsky 1957:39) 

To. Verb 7 Aux + V 

2» Vi > hit. take, walk, read, etc: 

3. Aux > C (M) (have + en) (be + ing) (be + en) 

4, M-+ will, can, may, shall, must 

Je, Oo 3.4m EUG. CONLEXLONE 2). 
sing 
g in the context NP os 
past 


S, 0, past, en, tng are affixes which provide appropriate inflections 
to verbs. For example S appears in the surface structure as the 
orthographic -s of runs in The boy runs. 

The notational technique for stating structural changes (S.C.) has 
been modified since 1957 to the format 


Sees) UNP. =~ Ca-tiv 


ri tet Noein 


5.C. x, x, X3 


where the elements of the S.D. are identified by the respective X's 
(or integer). 
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NP - C + be 
SS Al€ xy - X, - Xx, > 
op Tatalve 3 


This transformation converts strings of (4) to those of 


(5). This process is called Subject-Auxiliary Inversion, or SAI. 


(4) a. they - @ - arrive 
b. they - @ + can - arrive 
c. they - @ + have - en+ arrive 
d. they - 6 + be - ing + arrive* 


SE Xo x, 


(5) a. @ - they - arrive 
Bb. ~ Opt cane = they, — arrive 


c. $+ have - they - en + arrive 


* Chomsky is unclear about how the notation of, say (4 d) is derived. 
The PS rules will generate 
(A) they - @ - be + ing - arrive but not 
(B) they - $ + be - ing + arrive 
It is not certain from Chomsky's presentation how the morphemes 
@ and -ing are attached to be and arrive respectively. We are told 
(p,. 39); 
Let Af stand for any of the affixes past, S, 0, en, ing. 
Let v stand for any M, V, or have, or be (i.e. for any 
non-affix in the phrase Verb). Then: Af +v~>v+4tAf #, 
where # is interpreted as word boundary. 


This takes care of the positioning of M, -ing, and so on, but on 
page 63, Tq applies before the affix rule. Presumably some inter- 
mediate rules would take care of stages of the transition from A to 
B before Tq applies. In the early stages of transformational theory 
there was little concern about the mechanical procedures used to 
arrive at derived structures. 
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d. 6+ be - they - ing + arrive 


a 5 As 


Various other operations were carried out upon these strings to yield 
the final surface forms: 
(6) a. Do they arrive? 
b. Can they arrive? 
c. Have they arrived? 


d. Are they arriving? 


The rising intonation of the sentences of (6) was directly 
attributable to Tq but Chomsky did not specify the mechanism by which 
intonation was assigned. ° 


The following two transformations derived WHQ: 


(7) Tw-optional and conditional on Tq having applied: 


a. Tw): SD ose eo 


(X or Y may be null) 


3Stockwell (1960) proposed that intonation contours be derived in 
the PS rules: 


S =~ Nuc 41P (Nucleus + Intonation Pattern) 
Nuc > NP + VP (Noun Phrase + Verb Phrase) 
TP es 6 + JP (Contour + Juncture Point) 


The intonation pattern would be distributed over the segmental 
elements (derived from N in the PS rules). Transformational 
reorderings like SAI would modify the distribution of the supraseg- 
mental (intonation) features. The underlying assumption of this 
scheme is that there is an isomorphic relationship between syntactic 
configurations and intonation patterns. Arguments which refute 

this view for French are discussed in Chapter IV below. Langacker 
(1970) has argued against Stockwell's position using English 

data. 
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S.C x, = X,, = xX, “ie 
x a xy = X, 
b Two: 5.D. NP eX 
ovc. x, - xX, ag 
WH + xy = x 


where WH + animate noun > who 


WH + inanimate noun > what 


These transformations invert the first two elements in the string 
and then attach the WH morpheme to the subject NP.* The effect of 


Tw, is equivalent to Tq (SAI), but Chomsky (p./71) decides to 


retain it on the grounds that WHQ normally occur with falling (i.e. 
declarative) intonation and since Tq would produce a rising intona- 


tion, Tw, is required to reconvert the intonation to falling.° 


ui 


Tq and Tw operate upon the phrase markers (P-markers) or 
underlying configurations which also underlie declarative sentences. 
The sentences of (8) are therefore distinguished only by the 
application of Tq or Tw. 

(8) a. John ate an apple. 


b. Did John eat an apple? 


"The preliminary formulation given here converts WH + NP directly 
into who or what, and is somewhat less general than a revision 
suggested by Chomsky (1957:69 n.2) whereby a string Z is converted 
to WH + Z. Morphophonemic rules would operate upon WH + Z strings 
like WH + he, WH + him and WH + tt to yield who, whom, and what. 


°Chomsky associates falling intonation with kernel sentences and 
rising intonation with YNQ. 
For brief discussion of ‘kernel sentence’ see Chomsky (1957:61, 


1965:17-18). 
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c. What did John eat? 


d. Who ate an apple? 


2.2 Chomsky's 1962 position 


In Chomsky (1962) interrogatives are handled in virtually 
the same manner as in Chomsky (1957). An interrogative transforma- 
tion, or SAI, places the first verb (or tense morpheme, as the case 
may be) in front of the subject, and a WH transformation attaches a 
WH morpheme to an NP (WH attachment) and moves the WH + NP complex 


to initial position (WH-shift). A sample derivation is given in (9): 


(9) a. the man - present - watch the boy 
bD.S.nAL > 
present - the man - watch the boy 
c. WH attachment > 
WH + the man - present - watch the boy 
d. various other rules > 


who watches the boy? 


Given the underlying sequence (9 a), if SAI had failed to apply, 


then sentence (10) would have been derived. 
(10) The man watches the boy. 


If SAI only had applied then (11) would have been derived. 


(11) Does the man watch the boy? 


(55) 
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The sentences of (12) are derived by applying WH-shift to the 
subject and object NPs respectively. 
(12) a. Who watches the boy? 


b. Who(m) does the man watch? 


2.3 Lees' early analysis 


Lees (1960:36-40) adopts Chomsky's analysis , but modifies 
the notation slightly to incorporate the negative particle not and 
adverbs like almost, always, after, probably, sometimes, and so on, 


into the question transformation. 


(13) T-Question (SAI) 
S.De X - (mnot)(Pos) - xX - xX 


SG X, - (not)(Pos) - xX, - xX) 


This transformation derives (14 a) and (14 b) (Lees 1960:14). 


(14) a. Does John come? 


b. Doesn't John come? 


Lees presents two rules to handle WH forms. The first 


front-shifts a noun or adverb and attaches a WH morpheme to it. 


(15), <I WH, 


X-Q-Y + WH+Q-X-Y 


° Although the publication date of Lees antedates Chomsky (1962), 
Chomsky's work was first presented in (1958), as the full title of 
the work indicates. 


” (Pos) is a cover symbol for almost, always, etc.... See Lees 
(1960222) 4 
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where Q = (Preposition) Noun (Post-nominal 
modifier) 


Adverb 
The first WH transformation yields the sentences of (16). 
(16) a. Who came? 
b. When did he come? 


c. With what did he kill her? 


The second WH transformation (17) operates on strings con- 
taining a prepositional phrase but does not front the preposition so 


that instead of (16 c), (18) is derived. 


CL el WH. 


X + Prep - Noun (Post-nominal modifier) - Y 
+ WH + Noun (post-nominal modifier) - X -P-Y 


(18) What did he kill her with? 


This analysis differs from Chomsky's proposal in that WH 
attachment and inversion are brought about by the same transformation, 
whereas Chomsky requires a separate transformation for each process. 
This difference has notational significance but is not fundamental 
because the operations performed are the same. Both Lees (p.38) and 
Chomsky (1957:112) specify that the WH transformation is to follow 
application of SAI, and both formulations allow for random selection 


of the questioned node by the transformation. 


2.4 Klima's improvement 


An improvement to both Chomsky's and Lees' analyses was 
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proposed by Klima (1964). The application of interrogative trans- 
formations depended on the presence of a WH in the underlying P- 


marker. The PS rule accounting for this was: 
(19) S + (WH) Subject - Predicate 


The presence of WH distinguished interrogatives from their declarative 
counterparts. An optional attachment transformation attached the WH 
to some indefinite pronoun inside the sentence. This was an improve- 
ment because the grammar could now differentiate sentence types on 

the basis of their underlying structures rather than solely on the 
characteristics of their derived structures. That is, it was no 
longer necessary to determine which transformations had applied in 
order to know if a particular sentence was interrogative or declara- 
tive. The distinction was specified as part of the PS derivation of 

a given string. 

Klima's proposal did not, however distinguish between 
different types of interrogatives (YNQ and WHQ) nor between WHQ 
questioning the subject and WHQ questioning the object. Thus, 
given an underlying structure (20), any of (21) could derive. 

(20) WH someone bought something. 

(21) a. Did someone buy something? 

b. Who bought something? 

c. What did someone buy? 
Since WH attachment was optional, (21 a) could derive. Sentences 
(21 b) and (21 c) would derive if WH was attached to the subject and 


object respectively. These distinctions are important if the Katz- 
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Postal constraint (KPC) discussed in Chapter I is followed. 


ano The Katz-Postal integrated @Q 


2.51 @ and WH 


As outlined in Chapter I, Katz and Postal (1964) proposed a 
general meaning preservation constraint (the KPC) on transformations. 
Given the meaning preservation and the unique recoverability conditions, 
the previous analyses of interrogatives are inadequate. Chomsky and 
Lees derived declarative sentences, YNQ and WHQ from the same under- 
lying structure thus implying that they are synonymous. That they 
are not shows that the analyses violate the meaning preservation 
constraint. Further, since it is not possible to recover uniquely the 
putative common base of, say, "John ate an apple" and "Who ate an 
apple?", the recoverability constraint is violated.*® Katz and Postal 
therefore proposed that the WH morpheme be generated by the PS rules 
and that it be attached to some specific NP in the P-marker. Each 
type of question would thereby have a distinctive underlying structure. 

On the basis of a variety of syntactic and semantic 
evidence Katz and Postal proposed that two morphemes, a @ and an 
optional WH be introduced into the underlying P-markers of interroga- 
tives. The Q appeared in initial position and the WH was attached to 
a particular noun phrase, determiner, or sentence adverbial node. 


The nodes with attached WH constituted the questioned constituents, 


®The same objections apply to the sentences in (21). 
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and the @ morpheme signalled the operation of relevant interrogative 
transformations, such as SAI. The morpheme WH must be derived by 
the PS rules because its presence or absence determines the meaning 
of the sentence. 
Katz and Postal contend that (23) is a paraphrase of (22). 
(22) Will you go home? 
(23) I request that you answer 'X I will go home.' 
The 'X' in (23) may be filled by a special class of sentence adverbials 
including yes, no, of course, and so on, but evasions such as 
maybe, perhaps, and posstbly are not appropriate entries into X. 


One possible expanded version of (23) therefore is (24). 


(24) I request that you answer ‘yes I will go home.' 


This semantic information, exposed in the paraphrase relations, is 


contained in the abstract morpheme @ which the PS rules generate in 


deep structures of YNQ. 


The WHQ (25) and (26) are paraphrased in (27) and (28). 


(25) Who saw someone? 
(26) Who did someone see? 
(27) I request that you answer 'X saw someone.' 


(28) I request that you answer ‘someone saw X'. 


While the @ posited for YNQ will provide the appropriate semantic 
content 'I request that you answer...', it will not specify that 

it is the subject that is being questioned in (25) and (27) whereas 
it is the object that is questioned in (26) and (28). 


Chomsky's, Lees' and Klima's proposals for WH questions 
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arbitrarily designated some NP in the P-marker and attached the 
Wi morpheme to it. This procedure cannot properly distinguish the 
readings (27) and (28). If, however, the WH morpheme is generated 
in the PS rules, it is attached to the appropriate node in the deep 
structure and the pairs of paraphrases in (25)-(28) are accounted 
Pou. 

The syntactic evidence bearing on the inclusion of a @ 


morpheme in YNQ is contained in the following sentences. 


(29) Sentence adverbials 
a. , certainly 
probably 
he is a doctor 
yes 
maybe 
bs. nor hewis not. a, doctor 
Ca eenrain Ly 
probably 
* is he a doctor 
yes 


maybe 


d. *no,is.he not, a doctor 


certainly 


O, doy wwe RUBE aT 


\ a doctor, isn't he 


(30) Negative preverbs 


scarcely 
ase he { hardly \ eats 


scarcely 
* 
b. *does he { hardly \ eat 


c. he sometimes eats 
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d. *does he sometimes eat? 
(31) Embedded questions 

a. He asked, "Can I go to the movies now?" 

b. *I saw the picture which can the man paint. 
(32) a. If he comes you will come. 

b. If he comes will you come? 

c. *If does he come will you come. 


d. *If does he come you will come. 


The co-occurrence restrictions on sentence adverbials and negative 
preverbs in (29)-(30) can be stated in terms of the presence or 
absence of a @ in the deep structure. For example, since (29 a) 
allows inital adverbs whereas interrogative (29 c) does not, it can 
be said that it is the interrogative nature of (29 c) which prevents 
the adverbs. Since @ is the descriptive feature ultimately distin- 


guishing the syntactic structures of (29 c) from those of (29 a), 


°Katz and Postal emphasize (p.101) that co-occurrence restrictions 
in English are to be treated as language specific phenomena and they 
are primarily concerned with developing a universal theory. Such a 
theory is not a grammar of a specific language in itself, but a gram- 
mar of a grammar. That is, the universal, or meta-theory, specifies 
what are the possible components of individual grammars, and does not 
imply that any given grammar must have a particular set of restrictions. 
The fact that sentences (30 b) and (30 d) are grammatical in some 
dialects does not then provide a counter-argument to the general 
restrictions nor to the presence of @. The grammaticality of these 
sentences is merely a function of the idiosyncratic character of co- 
occurrence restrictions in general. The UESP (p.634) states that 

(30 b) and (30 d) are anomalous on semantic rather than syntactic 
bases. 

For a clear and concise statement of the aims of linguistic meta- 
theory see G. Lakoff (1970, Chapter 1) and Gerald Sanders (1969:30-34). 
For some problems relating to the implementation of these ideas see 
G. D. Prideaux (1970, 1971) and the bibliography therein. 
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the behavior of the adverbs can be described in terms of the presence 
or absence of @. Similarly, the morpheme Q constrains the embedding 
of questions in (31), as well as the miscellaneous restrictions in 
O32 )F 
Postulating a @ in the underlying structures does not explain 
why these co-occurrence restrictions exist, it merely provides a 
convenient pivot in terms of which the restrictions are described. 
For example, given the underlying structure (32 a), SAI can apply 
to the second VP as in (32 b) but not to the first, as shown in 
(32 ¢) and (32 d). Since the behavior of all of (29)—(32) is related 
to possible syntactic correlations with interrogatives, a @ in their 
deep structures supplies a modus operandi for their description. 
Additional support for the @ is seen in (33)-(34) where 


the same co-occurrence restrictions appear in WHQ: 


(33) , certainly 


probably Ya is a doctor | 
x 

yes where is the doctor 

maybe 


scarcely 10 
# 2 
(34) *What does John \ feraiy \ eat? 


2.52 Pro-forms 

Thus far, the Katz-Postal analysis is consistent with the 
Klima proposal: interrogatives are distinguished from declaratives 
10 These sentences, too, are grammatical in certain dialects. They 


are acceptable in any dialect if the questionner knows that John 
scarcely eats some edible item but doesn't know what this item is. 
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by the presence of a special morpheme @ introduced by the PS rules. 
The Katz-Postal @ has a semantic value and serves as a syntactic 
trigger for interrogative transformations. In order to distinguish 
YNQ from WHQ, a WH morpheme is also introduced in the deep structure. 
This WH is attached to a particular node and designates that node as 


the "questioned" one. The basic structure of interrogatives then is: 


(35) ee 


Q.o0, Whise.. mer (Katz and Postal 1964:89) 


Structure (35) has the interpretation: 

(36) I request that you give an answer, i.e., produce a 
true statement one of whose readings is identical 
with the reading of (35) except that the content 
of @ is not present and the reading associated with 
X in (35) is supplemented by further semantic 


material, i.e. semantic markers. (Katz and Postal 
1964:90). 


The introduction of a WH in the PS rules, and structure 
(35) together with its interpretation (36), provide an analysis of 
(37) and (38) which is not possible with a single WH introduced in 
sentence initial position (as per Klima) or attached transformationally 
(as per Chomsky and Lees). 

(37) Who did what to who(m)? 


(38) Where did who do what? 


That is, if the WH morpheme or interrogative words and the semantic 
marker @ appear in the base structure, then it is possible to recover 
the base structure of the derived sentences (37) and (38) in the same 
way that it is possible to distinguish (39) from (40). 


(39) John plays chess as well as Sydney. 
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(40) John plays chess as well as Sydney makes shoes. 


Katz and Postal further argue that the X in (35) immediately 
dominating WH is a determiner and that the determiner may be either 
definite or indefinite. If the determiner is an indefinite article 
(a/some), then single-word questions arise. These words are who, what, 
where, when, why, how, and so on. If the determiner is the definite 
article the, then double-word questions like which one, what place, 
what time, and so on, arise. 

Connected with the definite/indefinite nature of the 


determiner is the degree of specificity of the following, or 


determined, NP. NP, in (41) is said to be filled by a proform 


rather than a fully specified segment. 


(41) 
Siow 
Determiner NP. 
Definite/Indefinite Pro- 


WH 


A proform is an incompletely specified element entered into a P- 
marker. The constituent Pro is intended to characterize the notion 
of "major categories" posited by Chomsky (1965:74).!! If ina 


tek major category is a lexical category such as Noun and Verb. Func- 
tional notions like ‘subject of...,' ‘predicate of...' and ‘object of...' 
are defined in terms of the relational sequences of major categories. 
Although Katz and Postal do not acknowledge Harris (1957:172-177). 
he had previously defined a promorpheme as being one which showed the 
same distributional characteristics as a statable class and which referred 
to members of that class as antecedents. Harris recognized WH as a pro- 
form which precedes an S from which some particular constituent is missing. 
With slight modifications to allow more precision in details, the Katz- 
Postal analysis is a replica of Harris' work of seven years earlier. 
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structure like (41) the Pro node dominates a fully specified noun, 


and if the determiner is definite, then the interrogative form derived 


will be a two-word construction: 


(42) NP, 
ie NP, 
| 
inn Pro 
WH the l 
clk 


whteh book? 


If on the other hand, the Pro remains unspecified and the determiner 
therefore indefinite, then a single-word question form will be 


derived: 


see) NP, 
he gee NP, 
A dbs 
WH some pte 


who? 


Surface realizations of pro-forms appear as one and thing in (44) and 


(45). The determiner is definite in (44) and indefinite in (45). 
(44) I saw some thing. 
(45) I saw someone. 


The interrogatives corresponding to (44) and (45) are (46) and (47) 


is : 
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respectively. 
(46) What thing did I see? 
(47) Who did I see? 
The notion of a definite/indefinite determiner associated with a WH 
morpheme and the notion of unspecified Pro-NP constituents conveniently 
capture the fact that the underlying structure (48) has no connection 
with the derived structure of (49), as Langacker (1969:5) points out. 
(48) What does Herschel want? 


(49) Q Herschel TNS want a bottle of vodka. 


The French interrogative words que and quel (with variants 
quels, quelle, quelles) provide interesting surface structure support 
for this analysis. In (50) que appears in regular sentence initial 


position and does not demonstrate any number-gender agreements. 


(50) Que voit-il? 


What does he see? 


Such agreements appear, however, in (51). 


(51) a. Quel livre voit=-117 
What book (masc. sg.) does he see? 
b. Quelle femme voit-il? 
What woman (fem. sg.) does he see? 
c. Quelles filles voit-il? 
What girls (fem. pl.) does he see? 
d. QueZs enfants voit-il? 


What children (masc. pl.) does he see? 
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The difference depends on the degree of specificity of the NP containing 
the WH word. If the WH word is part of the determiner system, then the 
fact that the agreements of (51) exactly coincide with those of (52), 


which are possible responses to (51), is predictable. 


(52) a. 11 voit Ze livre bleu. 
He sees the blue book. 
b. I1 voit la vielle femme. 
He sees the old woman. 
c. Il voit tes filles aux chapeaux. 
He sees the girls in hats. 
d. I11 voit Zes enfants du voisin. 


He sees the neighbour's children. 


The sentences (52) are also possible responses to (50). 


In addition, (50) can be answered by (53). 


(53) a. I1 voit une maison. 
He sees a house. 
b. Il voit un spermophile de Colombie. 
He sees a Columbia ground squirrel. 
c. Il voit une épinette rouge. 


He sees a tamarack. 


This variety of possible answers to (50) reveals the variability of the 
questioned node (see (36) above). That is, (52) and (53) show that the 
variable (indeterminate) node of (48) is multiply ambiguous in just the 
way that a proform would predict. If the NP is not filled by a proforn, 


then some other means of stating the contrast between (50) and (51) must 


BE 
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be made. If (50) could be specifically interpreted as an instance of 
each of the questions in (51), then some basis for a counter claim could 
be adduced. Such is not the case. Only in the most general sense can 


(50) be equivalent to Cab 


2.35 Location of ¢ 

Within the framework of this analysis YNQ become special 
instances of WHQ, the questioned element being Sentence Adverbial. 
This accounts for the fact that the additional semantic information 
(required by @, and located at WH + X for WHQ) of YNQ is generally 
given by the sentence adverbials yes, no, of course, certainly, and 
so on, of the answer. The parallel between English and French is 


apparent in (54)-(56). 


(54) a. Qut est venu? 
Who came? 


b. Jean (est venu). 


12katz and Postal (p.93), point out this fact about the infinitely 
ambiguous nature of such a structure as (50). The ambiguity centers 
on the fact that que of (50) could be successively, and unrestrictedly, 
equated with each of the quel (X) + NP constituents of (51). 

Although certain contexts in which (50) were the equivalent of (51) 
could be constructed, (50) and (51) are not, in any usual way, para- 
phrases of each other. The presuppositions involved in these 

instances are different (see Langacker 1970:6). The presupposition 

of (50) might be stated as 


(C) 11 voit quelque chose. 
He sees something. 


but (51) would have the presupposition 


(D) I1 voit quelque(s)(livres. He sees some | book. 
femme. woman. 
filles. girls. 


enfants. children. 
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John (came). 
(55). a uevdit=117 
What's he saying? 
Deep Liane di ty irien. 
(He's saying) nothing. 
(56) a. Hst-ce que Jean sait lire? 
Can John read? 
b. Bten stir (Jean sait lire). 


Certainly (John can read). 
The sentences of (57) all contain WH words. 


(57) where 


when 


jee he went. 


Ienotereed iy 


who went. 


whether he went. 


Although SAI has not applied, the WH words are almost identical to forms 
in WH questions. Katz and Postal argue that these facts can be explained 
by positing a WH in the underlying structure. The sentences of (57) 
are distinguished from their yes/no counterparts by the presence or 
absence of @ - the trigger for SAI. 

(58) a. Either John came or not. 

b. I noticed whether John came or not. 

Given sentences (58) and their relation to the last one of (57), Katz 
and Postal conclude that WH is "dominated by Sentence Adverbial, one of 


whose elements is etther-or,"' (Katz and Postal 1964:96). 
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This proposal will also account for the co-occurrence restrictions of 
examples like (33) showing contrasts such as "Certainly he is a doctor," 
and "*Certainly is he a doctor?". The Sentence Adverbial node could not 
be simultaneously filled by both an interrogative element (e.g. etther- 
or) and a sentence adverb. The P-marker of (59) is intended to depict 
these relationships. 


(59) Sentence Adverbial 


ee Oe 


Z or 
Oe calpains 


Sentence Adverbial is deleted in the presence of @. It is this deletion, 
claim Katz and Postal, which obscures the WH character of YNQ. 

Katz and Postal admit that the node Z is of undefined 
nature. Ross (1967 :89) proposes that coordinate sentences like (58) 


have the following structure: 


(60) S 


ae F ioe ace 
or 


The exact implication for the location of WH in YNQ is not clear in 
this formulation. Presumably Sy in (60) would dominate a modified 
version of (59). 

Ross points out that the non-suppletive French forms 
corresponding to English etther-or support his CONJUNCTION COPYING 


rule which copies one conjunction from the set tee before each of 
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the sister nodes in (60). He provides the set: 


a. Et Jean et Pierre sont fatigués. 
And John and Peter are tired. 
"Both John and Peter are tired.' 
b. Ou Jean ou Pierre doit le faire. 
Or John or Peter must do it. 


"Either John or Peter must do it.’ 


CONJUNCTION COPYING eliminates the necessity for two branchings in 
(59). Therefore (59) should be modified to (61). This is a minor 


adjustment but it does remove the unknown ia 


(61) Sentence Adverbial 
WH ea 
or 
2.54 The transformations 
Katz and Postal (1964:103-104) supplied the following 


trees as samples of underlying P-markers containing the @ and WH 


morphemes. 


13nangacker (1969, section III) does not include Sentence Adverb at 
all. McCawley claims that conjunctions are predicates in any event. 
(1970:90). 


sass elo asbikvong at. (68) mk goboa resets a3 
Bugited shoe svzelt 48 nssb ae es 
.bexi3 98 990% bas ado bad 
' berrs ots 19389 bos ool daoa' 
-9ifst of aicbh erzeid wo mest uO .d 
.3t ob Jeum t9jsi to aol 10 


'.44 ob teum rst9% to moot sergta' 


at egaidonsrd owt 10% yttesscen sft esdanimife OMTYIOO MOTTOMULMOD 
tontm = ak ati? .(£d) 02 bebtibom ed blworle (C2) axotetedT . (2%) 


C3 qwomiau sd svomax esch 3 Jud taemteutbe 


IstdtevbA sons3ne2 (16) 


ie WN 


1G 


enotismrolans34 sniT ae.& 


gntwolfot efa betiqque (SOL-£0LTAdCL) LedeoT bas sick : 


WW bas 9 sdi gnotetadros etsdiam-F goiyizebau io esiqmee en aeotd 
. somedgzon 


(62) Sentence 
Q Nucleus 
Se Geet 
Determiner Noun Aux Main Verb 
Va 
Definite Verb NP 
the einktesPASE see Dets 
/ 
Def. 
PSs 
WH the 


whteh one dtd the gtrl see 


(63) Sentence 
Q Nucleus 
Adverb Theme 
Sentence 
Noun Phrase VP 
7. Aux 
WH either or John PASE 


did John sleep (or not) 


PEO 


one 


43 


. Piney 
es 
Pe aot role 


ye 
onea oh ae 
; 7s Sie a | 
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They provided a set of five transformations to operate 
upon these structures. They are presented here using the Katz- 


Postal numbering and notation. 


CO4)9 ST le os D emer ce), XxX. NP. Y 
ii Roms te hint! 


G-@5 0,9, 3,4 Sentesyn, 4 


(optional except where 1 does not contain Q) 
where 3 dominates a sequence which begins with 
WH. 

Tishitts the ‘questioned! NP ito the sleft. slhateis, the NP 
dominating WH is moved to the left side of the P-marker. This 
accounts for the sentence-initial position of the interrogative 
(WH word) in the derived structure of (62) above. The optional 


status of this rule permits 


2 


(65) The girl saw whtch one? 


with emphatic stress. That is, (65) is derived by non-application of 


Tl together with some special intonation rule(s). 


- 2 3 have 


(66) T2. #+ 4, X, Noun Phrase, Tense i null | ea + Y 
iat 
+ 1,2,4,3,5 (obligatory except sauee 2isa 
Sentence Adverbial) 


where 2 dominates WH. 
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Rule T2 positions the auxiliary in a procedure traditionally 
called inversion and referred to here as SAI. Its operation is 
equivalent to Chomsky's (1957) Tq discussed above: did in examples 


(62) and (63) is positioned before the subject. 


C67)" #13, 20plagatory 
S.D. # + Q, Sentence Adverbial, X 


AL z 3 


Sr Gc ee eiek oe ce Nyt a es 


where 2 dominates WH 


The Sentence Adverbial constituent dominating WH is deleted 
by T3. The obligatory status of T3 prevents the occurrence of 
whether in the derived structure of (63). The fact that T3 deletes 
the WH element and that T2 requires the presence of the WH argues in 


favor of ordering T2 before T3. 


(68) Obligatory 
SD. Gg, 2 Ki 7 it 


betayee: 4 


SS pea Ocal ay ak sot epee No Lins a 
where 3 does not dominate a WH (except for one which 


is not the left-most element of a Relative constituent) 


Rule T4 repositions the @ to sentence final position when 
there is no WH present. Since all underlying structures containing ¢ 
must also contain at least one WH, T4 can apply only to P-markers 


to which T3 has applied. The sentence-final @ accounts for the rising 
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intonation of YNQ.** 


(69)  °T5... Obligatory 
Seely 


dime vaio 


Be Cul eo 35-1, null, <3 


where 3 is not equal to # 


Finally, T5 removes all traces of the morpheme @ except in 
those P-markers to which T4 has applied. The condition attached to 
T5 ensures against the deletion of @ where its presence is required 


for intonation purposes as in (70). 


(70) The car hit the train? 


1*Katz and Postal state (1964:111): "It is interesting, however, 
that the connection of @ with rising intonation in English, which we 
have partially shown, and our posited universality for @ suggest the 
beginnings of a possible explanation for the sometimes claimed 
universality of rising intonation in questions. This explanation 
could take the form of a universal morphophonemic rule for @." 
However, Swadesh (1944:317) in an article on the Amerindian 
language Chitimacha says: 
The choice between the two phrase melodies depends on 
the make-up of the phrase. Thus the interrogative post- 
position te requires the high prefinal intonation. The 
interrogative forms of verbs and the simple imperative 
also take the high prefinal, and the two exclamative 
particles take it. In all other cases the high-final 
intonation is used. Chitimacha contrasts with English and 
other European languages in using a rising intonation for 
the statement and a falling one for interrogation. 


Therefore the universal nature of the morphophonemic rule for Q 
could only be to the effect that there is an intonation change in the 
presence of a sentence final @, rather than an intonation rise. 

Langacker (1969, 1970) has attempted to show on independent grounds 
that intonation change in YNQ can be linked to their 
origin as conjoined structures. The application of this proposal to 
French question intonation is examined in Chapter IV below. 
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In summary, then, the Katz-Postal proposal for interroga- 
tives is that PS rules generate underlying @ and an optional WH 
attached to one or more NPs. Sentences are thereby distinguished 
according to type (interrogative or declarative) and interrogatives 
are classified by the WH (YNQ or WHQ). This Ps sys allows for 
meaning preservation and concomitantly, recoverability of underlying 
structure from the surface structure. Furthermore, if Q is dominated 
by an adverbial node, then certain co-occurrence restrictions between 
questions and adverbs can be conveniently described. If @ is treated 
as a permutable element, question intonation can be described as a 
function of the sentence final position of @. All subsequent studies 
of interrogatives have evolved out of the Katz-Postal proposal. 

Some recent proposals for the @ morpheme and objections to them are 


outlined in the following sections. 


2.6 Kuroda: WH attachment 


Kuroda (1969) proposed a unitary underlying morpheme (WH) 
for interrogatives rather than a bipartite sequence such as the 
Katz-Postal @ + WH. The WH would be introduced by the PS rules. 
Questions could be formed by the transformational 
attachment of WH to an indefinite NP in the P-marker. The transforma- 
tion characterizing this process is called an attachment transformation. 
Attachment in interrogatives involves adjoining WH as a 'sister' of 


the relevant NP. WH attachment takes the form (71) (Kuroda 1969:332). 
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(71) WH-attachment P 
8 


WH X some-Pro > 
X WH-some-Pro 
where WH-some-Pro > who if Pro is animate 


WH-some-Pro > what if Pro is inanimate 
That is (72 b) and (73c) would derive from (72a). 


(72) a. WH some- came. 


one 
thing 
b. Who came? 


c. What came? 


In order to account for sentences like (73) which contain two WH morphemes, 


Kuroda (1969:348) assigned iterative status to (7/1) and modified it to (Fine 


(73) Who bought what? 


(74) WH-attachment 


one 


WH X some eee 


\ Y > WH + WH + some fee \ Y 
thing 


A subsequent deletion transformation of the form (75) is introduced to 
erase the original occurrence of WH. 

(75) WH XX if X contains wH'® 

This solution is attractive in that it reduces the number 
of separate symbols required for interrogatives. However, since 
Kuroda does not provide any indication of what a paraphrase of WH 


would be, we are left in some doubt about the proposal. Presumably 


1STterative means that the process may be repeated. In this 
instance the schematized form isMXCY + MXMCY. If 
either X or Y contain further occurrences of C, M may be adjoined 
to any or all such Cs. A non-iterative version of the above 
isMXCY +> XM+tC Y. M attachment occurs only once: even 

if X or Y did contain C, there is no unadjoined M available for 
copying. 


1€The condition is required to maintain the principle of recoverability. 
If X in (75) did not contain WH, then the surface structure would have 
no marker indicating that the semantic reading for the base structure 
had contained a paraphrase similar to that given by Katz-Postal for Q. 
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the WH in sentence initial position would be paraphrased something 

like "I ask you..." or "I request that you answer..." If this same 
WH is then attached to a NP node, the paraphrase property should be 
retained. The derivation and interpretation in (76) shows that this 


is accomplished. 


(76) a. Underlying structure 
WH someone bought something 
b. attachment (iterative) 
> WH WH + someone bought WH + something 
ec. I ask you [I ask you + someone] bought 
[I ask you + something] 


d. (I ask you) who bought what 


A general problem arises in determining the semantic 
interpretation of structures to which a morpheme is introduced 
transformationally. Although (76) might provide satisfactory 


semantic interpretations (or readings) at each of its derivational 


Hi 


steps,!’ it is impossible to predict from (76 a) which of the surface 


structures in (77) will derive. 


’7Paraphrase relations form an important part of the procedure used 
in determining underlying structures in generative grammars. If 

two surface syntactic structures have the same meaning, they are 

said to be paraphrases of each other. The underlying structure 

is one from which both structures can be derived independently via 
transformations. In the case of (76), the interpretation (76 c), 
(derived from (76 a) via (76 b)), is a correct interpretation of 

(76 d) or (73). Therefore (76 c) is a paraphrase of (76d). Since 
(76 c) derives from (76 a) and since (76 a) purports to be the 
underlying structure of (76 d), the paraphrastic relationship between 
(76 c) and (76 d) is taken as supporting evidence that (76 d) in fact 
derives from (76 a). 
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(77) a. Who bought something? 
b. What did someone buy? 


c. Who bought what? (same as 76 d) 


Therefore, even given the condition that WH can be deleted only if 
there is some other marker indicating its presence, it is impossible 
to uniquely recover the underlying structure when nonpredictable 


elements are attached transformationally.*® 


That is, since all of 
the sentences of (77) derive from an identical underlying structure, 
it is implied that all (77) are synonymous. Since they are not, 
(76 a) cannot be the correct underlying structure (for them all) 
under the KPC. Some alternatives are therefore required. 

One possibility is that the WH functions as an operator’ ® 
which is related specifically to appropriately indexed nodes in the 


tree. This modification would eliminate the requirement that WH 


attachment, (74), be iterative. The WH as an operator provides an 


appropriate semantic reading and the indexing provides the designation 


of appropriate questioned nodes. 

This revised attachment transformation proposal is, then, 
reduced to being an apparent functional equivalent of the Katz-—Postal 
Q + WH proposal. Comparison of (76) with (78) provides a clear 


indication of the functional equivalence. 


18kuroda does not discuss YNQ but it is assumed that, in general, the 
arguments here apply to them as well as to WH questions. 


19The term ‘operator’ is used here in the sense of Baker (1970) and 
Bach (1968). An operator is an element which is tagged in some way 
and which is affixed to another element which bears the same tagging. 
The discussion of Baker's proposal below should clarify the role of 
operators. See below note (31), p./1. 
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(78) a. ( Wil + someone bought WH + something. 
b. I ask you [questioned element + someone] 
bought [questioned element + something] 

c. (I ask you) Who bought what 
The derivation in (78) uses the Katz-Postal notation to depict the 
semantic content presented in (76). @ is given the standard interpre- 
tation 'I request that you answer," or "I ask you."' WH in (78) is 
given the significance 'questioned element," that is, "provide 
information here."' The attachment transformation proposal for 
interrogatives does not serve any useful purpose and will be merged 


with the Katz-Postal @ analysis. 
2.7 Higher sentences and @ 


2./1 Sentence type markers 

An important aspect of the @ proposed by Katz and Postal 
was that it shared its sentence initial position with mutually 
exclusive elements Imp (imperative) and Decl (declarative). Each 
of these was generated as a dummy marker directly by the PS rules 
and was deleted so as not to appear in surface structures. The 
various sentence types were thereby specified in the underlying 
structure. 

Cook (1968:61-64) has shown that @ in Korean is best 
viewed as a subcategory of 'Sentence-Type". Sentence types in 
Korean are marked by overt mood markers. The category Mood is there- 
fore required in the base component, not as a dummy which is eventually 


deleted, but as a regular morphological entry. Apart from a mood 
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marker some means of triggering appropriate transformations affecting 
various sentence types is an independent requirement for a grammar 

of Korean. Cook argues that subcategorizing Mood (MD) into 
Declarative (D), Interrogative (1), Imperative (Imp) and Preposttive 
(P)?° eliminates a duplication of process between the independently 
motivated Mood and a sentence-type dummy marker. The category Mood 
is introduced in (80) and the relevant grammatical features are 


introduced in (79) (Cook 1968:61). 


(79) Category Rule 6. 
Auxiliary > (TM) ie 8 
(80) a. Grammatical Feature Rule 1 
MD + (< +Q> 
, HPoL , 
b. Grammatical Feature Rule 2 
=u ges Se 
c. Grammatical Feature Rule 3 
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These rules have the hierarchical relations (Cook, 1968:62): 


(81) MD 
i 
Interrogative vy AD) ioe 
Declarative ee St 
Imperative Propositive 


2°For simplicity Cook does not treat Apperceptive "without any different 
effects on the essential points of the analysis" (p.61). 
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The presence of any one of the specifications of (81) in an 

underlying sentence structure makes that structure sensitive to the 
transformations which insert the overt mood markers. Such a structure 
is also sensitive to any other transformations which operate upon 


specific sentence types, such as interrogatives. 


2.7/2 Hypersentences 

Sadock (1969a,1969b) presents a broader proposal for 
handling sentence-type. His proposal not only incorporates a concept 
such as Cook's, but more clearly defines the domain of the sentence- 
type marker and the restrictions on the information contained therein. 
Specifically he proposed that type markers be contained in higher 
sentences. 

Ross (1970) calls these higher sentences 'performatives'. 
The term 'performative' is drawn from Austin (1962), who noticed a 


distinction between the sentence types exemplified in (82) and (83). 


(82) a. Prices slumped. 

b. I like you when you giggle. 

c. Even Rodney's best friends won't tell him. 
(83) a. I pronounce you man and wife. 

b. I christen this ship the Queen Elizabeth. 


c. IL bet you a buck it will rain tomorrow. 


Austin observed that the sentences in (82) can be either true or 
false, whereas those in (83) can only be appropriate or inappropriate. 
Further, the sentences in (82) relate or describe a state of affairs. 


The act of uttering the sentences in (83), on the other hand, is 
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equivalent to performing the activity they designate. Austin called 
the former 'constatives' and the latter 'performatives'. 
The characteristics of performatives are summarized by 


Rossa(10 702092): 


Performative sentences must have first person subjects 
and usually have second person direct or indirect 
objects in deep structure. They must be affirmative 
and nonnegative, they must be in the present tense, and 
their main verb must be one of the large class of true 
verbs which includes [verbs like those in (84)]. 

(84) advise, answer, ask, command, declare, 


demand, inform, order, request, say 


Ross justifies each of these conditions with data from 
English and suggests that an abstract performative sentence dominates 
all sentences that eventually reach the surface. That is, all 


sentences have a structure like (85) which is intended to underlie 


sentence Cich yom 


(85) S 


NP 


I V NP NP 
+V | ele 


+performative you S 

+communication 

+linguistic 

+declarative NP VP 
prices V 


slumped 


2lbor criticism of Ross (1970) see Fraser (1970a), Anderson (1970). 
Ross' position is subjected to especially severe criticism in P. 
Matthews (1971). 


54 


bofiss nizauA ,sasaglesh yeds yiiviz08 ods yale liq oF dagtelupy 
yd bssitecma sts esvitemrotieg to edivettotoetats SHP vr rane? 


» “pESSSeOVeL) seo 
ajostdve ace1sg Jeah? Sved Qeum abombanasa svissmrotistI 
doazibat x0 poarsg bnosse evsd yilsvey bas 


svitsmrttts sd teum yoiT .studoutIe qeeb at atosido 

bos .9ansd inses1q sda ot sd teum yadt .ovisegeanon bas 

euti to eeslo sgial edt to eno od Jeum drev nism sied3 

-[ (88) at ssoda ott edxev) asbuiont dotiw adrev 
,oxsiseb ,bremmoo .d28 ,sowans ,setvbe (48) f 


yee ,tesupst ,Teabto .mroink ,basmab 


moti s3sb dtiw eanotttbnos sesdt te does asttiveut 2208 
astenimob sbaétise ovitsmiocttsq Josijeds ns sia adasggue bine felignd 
Ife .2ek tedT .soptxve od dosot yiisuiasve Jedd esanodmse Ifs 
siixsbau o3 bobastgi et dotdw (28) soltl stugsuste s eved seonstnee 


FS (88) sonotnee 


é (28) 
Pee al a | 
qt oH v 
oad | we 
2 yoy oviiamiolzegt 
lisa tauunoot+ 


obaeivugarl+ 
sees tse bt 


iolS> 


,as 7 


aor 990 (08) seas 40 sulotatya rat 
dada, eens Praia 


Je) 


(86) Prices slumped. 


Sadock (1969a,1969b) had previously published a similar 
proposal for an abstract higher sentence called a 'hypersentence' or 
"superhypersentence'. These two types of sentences are essentially 
identical except that no elements from superhypersentences can ever 
appear in surface structure whereas hypersentence elements do occur 
in surface sentences. Both the hypersentence and the superhyper- 
sentence are abstract structures dominating lower, more 'concrete' 
structures. These abstract sentences serve to inject information 
required for the proper operation of transformations on the lower 
sentences. For present purposes the two are discussed as though 
they were one category: 'hypersentence' (S,)- 

Hypersentences are made up of the following constituents: 

(a) a speaker noun-phrase which functions as the subject; 

(b) a verb which contains the sentence type morpheme - 

that is, the verb in the hypersentence provides the 
marker in the deep structure which determines whether 
the sentence derived by the transformational component 
will be interrogative, declarative, imperative and so 
on; 

(c) a hearer NP which functions as the indirect object; and 

(d) a sentential noun phrase which functions as the 

complement of the verb. 


The first three (i.e. speaker NP, sentence marker, hearer NP) do not 
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usually have any overt realizations .** 


The speaker-hearer NP's, among other things mentioned below, 
provide nongrammatical information which is used in certain processes. 
Examples of these are honorifics in Japanese and Korean, female 


language forms for Dakota and Yena, and pronoun selection in German 


(Du versus Ste) and French (tu versus vous).73 


2.7/3 Hypersentences and pronominalization 

Since hypersentences are alleged to introduce a considerable 
amount of information into linguistic structures, some detail of 
these properties is presented here. A critique of certain aspects of 
abstract sentences in general appears in Chapter III. 

Much of the evidence cited by Sadock to support the Su 
hypothesis is drawn from English pronominalization. He uses the 
hypersentence hypothesis and Langacker's proposed chain of command 
(Langacker, 1969a) to account for the fact that first and second person 


: 24 ; 
noun phrases in surface structure are pronouns. Langacker's chain 


22Sadock (1969a) revised his proposal to allow for an even higher 
sentence, the superhypersentence, specifically to allow for the 
occasional occurrence of embedded surface hypersentence forms such as 
in the underlined clause in (a). 

(a) I regret to inform you of your dismissal. 


23FPor detail of these languages see Sadock (1969b: 293-298) and 
references therein. 


*"Sentences like Dr. Macher is a great man, when Dr. Macher refers 
either to the speaker or hearer are considered as exceptional 
(Sadock, 1969b: 304, says “subgrammatical'") cases and the conditions 
on their occurrence are not well understood. Presumably there would 
be additional information somewhere in the S, which would specify 
the conditions. 

Gary Prideaux tells me that sentences such as the one cited here 
occur frequently in Japanese under different circumstances than in 
English. The necessary constraints are therefore language particular 
and would be specified along with the other information outlined in 
Chapter III, section 3.1-3.4. 
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of command is a proposal to account for the fact that sentence (87) 


is not grammatical but that (88) is. 


(87) *The Eskimo thinks the Esktmo should kill the seal. 


(88) The Eskimo thinks he should kill the seal. 


He observed that certain restrictions on pronominalization in conjoined 
sentences could be stated in terms of whether or not the antecedent 
(nP*) preceded the pronominal form aye?) Sentences like (89) and 
(90) demonstrate this aspect, when he and Ralph are coreferential. 
(89) Ralph is smarter than he looks. 
(90) *He is smarter than Ralph looks. 
Langacker further noted that pronominalization had to do with whether 
or not the NP“ dominated the NPP, as in (91). 
(91) The woman who is to marry htm will marry Ralph 
tomorrow. 
Neither linear ordering nor depth of embedding was a sufficient condi- 


tion in isolation. Both are combined into a 'command' relation: 


We will say that a node A "commands" another node B if 
(1) neither A nor B dominates the other; and (2) the S 
node that most immediately dominates A also dominates B. 
(Langacker 1969a:167) 


The command relationship leads to the following formulation 
of the restrictions on pronominalization: 

Ne* may be used to pronominalize NPP unless (1) npP 

precedes NP?; and (2) either (a) NPP commands NP®, or 


(b) NP@ and NPP are elements of separate conjoined 
structures. (Langacker 1969a:168) 


However, failure to pronominalize NPP, as in sentence (87) 
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above, yields deviant strings. Therefore, under certain conditions, 
pronominalization not only may occur, it must take place. 

Sadock concludes that if there is an underlying higher 
sentence, (the hypersentence), the appearance of the speaker and 
hearer NP's in the hypersentence induces pronominalization of all 
coreferential elements in the sentential complement construction. 

This hypothesis accounts for the occurrence of first and second 
person morphemes in surface structure as pronominal forms. The formal 
statement of the relationships is: 


(a) Any noun phrase in Sy may pronominalize any noun phrase 
dominated by S55 


(b) No noun phrase dominated by S; may pronominalize a 
noun phrase in Sy. The two orientations are shown 
in structures (92) and (93). (Sadock 1969b:306) 


(92) Su 
: al 
SEEN & 
(93) Sy —_— — — — and— — — — — S; 


In this way, then, a hypersentence dominates the rest of the deep 
structure of a sentence. 

Besides sentences in which I and you are the pronominalized 
forms of the hypersentence speaker and hearer, there are sentences 


in which these morphemes refer to neither the speaker nor the hearer: 
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(94)-" John said, ‘I feel i111." 


(95) ) Jonhieatdeieteela 11, 


(94) is distinct from (95) because I does not refer to the speaker 
in (94), whereas it does in (95). JI feel i2l in both (94) and (95) 
is a sentential complement. As such it is represented in a generative 


grammar as an embedded sentence. P-marker (96) sketches the structures. 


(96) S 
WO 
NP VP 
gi 
abe V NP 
al aN 
friable 
NP VP 
VEN 
ee V NP 

| 


feels si Ot 


I of (94) and (95) is represented as somebody in (96). If somebody 
is equivalent to the speaker of the sentence, then (95) is derived. 
That is, the person who is speaking feels ill and John has stated 
that fact. Structure (97) is a hypersentence representation of 
sentence (95). The command relation in (97) then produces the 


appropriate pronominalization. 
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[speaker 1] [+ declarative] [hearer 1] 
NPaeeea ee a 


John said 
N= VP 


[speaker 1] [feel 
171) 


If somebody in (96) is equivalent to John, then sentence 
(94) results and its hypersentence structure (i.e. deep structure 
including hypersentence) would have to be different from (97). The 
difference would be that the speaker of (94) and the subject of the 
sentential complement are not coreferential, as they are in (97). 
Rather, the subject of the complement is coreferential with the 
subject of the matrix sentence. Given that a hypersentence dominates 
deep structure, and accounts for the mandatory occurrence of first 
and second person pronouns which do not otherwise have obvious 
antecedents, it is reasonable to claim that the sentential complement 
in (94) is dominated by a hypersentence which accounts for the J 


morpheme. In other words, hypersentences can be embedded. 


2.74 Embedded hypersentences 

If hypersentences can be embedded, then the hypersentence 
which dominates the entire sentence and the hypersentence which 
dominates the complement contain nonequivalent speaker and hearer 


noun phrases. Phrase marker (98) represents this information. 
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Once again, the appropriate pronominalizations are predicted by the 
command relationship. However, if sentences like (99) are to be 


accounted for, some restrictions must be made. 
(99) John said, "I heard Peter ask 'What am I doing?'" 


In order to account for the various pronominalizations in 


(99) Sadock posits a ‘relative maximum': 


A ‘relative maximum' is a hypersentence made which is not 
constituent of a hypersentence. (Sadock, 1969b:311) 


and states that the domain of pronominalization is between relative 


maxima.*° 


That is, a hypersentence commands all that structure 
below itself and above the next lowest hypersentence in a tree 


configuration. Therefore Su of (98) only influences S1 but not 82, 


a 


(except of course to provide the information [speaker 1]). The 


skeletal structure of sentence (99) would be (100). 


(100) 


Si 
be ee 
John said—S-5 
Pia 


2 


I heard Peter ask-——S 


H3 


ae 


3 


What am I doing? 


25For more detail see Sadock (1969b:311-314). 
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The specifications contained in any one of the various hypersentences 
would influence the pronominalization only in the S nodes directly 
beneath it but above any other Su: 

A more general problem which arises with hypersentences 
is whether or not there are any restrictions on embedding. Since 
many embedded sentences are not subject to interpretation as 
sentence types (declarative, interrogative, etc.) it seems that 
hypersentences are constrained at least so as not to dominate 
embedded sentences functioning as relatives. If relatives can 
not be interpreted as questions, commands or exclamations, there 
can be no motivation for having them dominated by a sentence-type 
marker. The sentences in (101) demonstrate the surface facts. 

(101) a. I need a book which is in the library. 

b. *I need a book which is in the library? 
Sadock suggested that hypersentences can only be embedded after 
verbs of linguistic communication such as say, write, promise, ask, 
pledge, and Barons These verbs, which also appear in Ross' original 
list of performative verbs (see (84) above), are presumably those 
appearing in the abstract verb categories of PM's (98) and (100). 

As applied specifically to interrogatives, the hypersentence 
then contains a verb related to surface verbs like ask, request, 
question, tnterrogate. For convenience the hypersentence verb can 
be notated or abbreviated as ASK. The SAI transformation would be 
sensitive to some feature(s) of ASK and WHQ would presumably contain 
a WH morpheme attached to some NP in the underlying structure. With 


the speaker NP J and the nearer NP you the hypersentence then has the 
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reading (102). 

(102) I ASK you. 
The Katz-Postal reading of Q, viz. 'I ask you...' or 'I request that 
you answer...' is a de facto paraphrase of (102) and can therefore 


be called a performative reading.7° 


2.8 Embedded interrogatives 


Baker (1970) argues that a @ cannot have a performative 
reading. The basis for his argument derives from his interpretation 


of the sentences in (103) as containing embedded interrogatives. 


(103) a. I wonder whether John drinks. 
b. Alice didn't know what Albert bought. 


c. Alice didn't know why Albert bought it. 


Baker provides six arguments to show that sentences (a) 
and (b) in (104) are more closely related to each other than either 
of them is to (104 c) and that since (104 a) is an interrogative, 
(104 b) also contains an interrogative element. 

(104) a. What did Albert buy? 

b. Alice didn't know what Albert bought. 


c. Alice didn't wash what Albert bought. 


26From this discussion of the functioning of abstract sentences it can 
be concluded that such structures are attempts to formulate a 
speaker's knowledge and intentions in syntactic terms. It is argued 

in Chapter III, sections 3.1-3;4, that while such data are important 
to the production and use of a language, the performative, or hyper- 
sentence, is a questionable mechanism for relating speakers' beliefs, 
attitudes and intentions to the syntactic structures of his language. 
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The first argument delineates the distribution of WH words 
in embedded clauses. The WH word ‘what' can be replaced in (104 b) 
by any other interrogative word but not in (104 c). The sentences 


in (105)-(108) are paradigm cases of this substitution. 


(105) a. Why did Albert buy it? 

b. Alice didn't know why Albert bought it. 

c. *Alice didn't wash any Albert bought it. 
(106) a. Whose dog did Albert buy? 

b. Alice didn't know whose dog Albert bought. 

c. *Alice didn't wash whose dog Albert bought. 
(107) a. Which one did he like best? 

b. Alice didn't know which one he liked best. 

c. *Alice didn't wash which one he liked best. 
(108) a. Did Albert buy it? 

b. Alice didn't know whether Albert bought it. 


c. *Alice didn't wash whether Albert bought it. 


Since the (a) and (b) sentences in (105)-(108) share the characteristic 


of WH word substitutability, they form a class of related sentences 


which excludes the (c) versions. 


The second argument is that (104 a) and (104 b) both have 


corresponding cleft versions whereas (104 c) does not: 


(109) a. What was it that Albert bought? 


b. Alice didn't know what it was that Albert bought. 


c. *Alice didn't wash what it was that Albert bought. 


Again (a) and (b) share characteristics which set them apart from (c)s 
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The third factor differentiating (104 a) and (104 b) from 
(104 c) is the potential presence of else in the former but not the 
latter: 
(110) a. What else did Albert buy? 
b. Alice didn't know what else Albert bought. 
c. *Alice didn't wash what else Albert bought. 
A fourth distinguishing feature appears in (111) where two 


WH words are possible in the (a) and (b) versions but not in (c). 


(111) a. What was given to whom? 
b. Alice didn't know what was given to whom. 


c. *Alice didn't wash what was given to whom. 


The fifth argument depends on the acceptance of degrees 
of ungrammaticality and the grouping of ungrammatical sentences 
according to their level of unacceptability. Sentences (112 a) 
and (112 b) show that rs possible to question the head noun in a 
noun phrase while leaving a relative clause modifying that head noun 


intact (cf. Chomsky 1964:69). 


(112) a. You know a boy with (who has) a scar. 


b. Who do you know with (who has) a scar? 


Baker contends that it is possible to do this with 


sentence (104 b) but not (104 c). His examples are: 


(113) a. ?What that was new and different did Albert buy 
for Alice? 
b. ?Alice didn't know what that was new and different 


Albert bought for her. 
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c. *Alice didn't wash what that was new and 


different Albert bought for her. 


He contends that (113 a) and (113 b) are alike in their marginal 
acceptability and are thereby distinct from (113 c). 

The final consideration*’ is the fact that (104 b) has a 
paraphrase containing the noun answer as the object of the verbs. 


Sentence (104 c) cannot have such a paraphrase: 


(114) b. Alice didn't know the answer to the question: 
what did Albert buy? 
c. *Alice didn't wash the answer to the question: 


what did Albert buy? 


Since the (b) versions of (104)-(114) share certain 
characteristics with the (a) versions and since the (a) versions are 
direct questions, Baker concludes that the (b) versions contain 
embedded questions. If embedded complements can be either declarative 
or interrogative the ambiguity in sentence (115), where two inter- 
pretations are possible, can easily be accounted for. 

(115) I know what he knows. 

The interpretations of (115) are given by Lees (1960:60) as (115'). 
| 15! a. If he knows X, then I know he knows X. 
b. If he knows X, then I know X. 
Baker takes the independent requirements of (115) as support for his 


conclusion. 


?7That is, the final consideration which Baker presents in the 
published version. He says (footnote 3, p.198) that additional 
arguments appear in his. unpublished dissertation. 
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As interrogatives, then, sentences like (104 b) contain 
a @ morpheme. If the @ is given a performative reading as it is in 
the Katz-Postal analysis, then nonsensical semantic readings result: 


the putative reading for (104 b) would be (104 b'). 


(104) b. Alice didn't know what Albert bought. 
b'. Alice didn't know I ask you: what did Albert 


buy. 


Baker concludes that the anomalous reading (104 b') is reason for 


rejecting a performative reading. 7° 


Za eeeas <a segment 


Having rejected a performative @, Baker presents several 
arguments in favor of a segmental @. The first argument is based on 
data presented by Greenberg (1966:81-83) which Baker interprets in 
the following way. 

A. All vSo*? languages studied by Greenberg have both a 

sentence-initial particle for YNQ and a sentence-initial 

WH word.°” 

B. SOV languages, on the other hand, have interrogative 
*8rvidence is presented below in Chapter III, sections 3.5-3./7, 
which forms the basis for an argument that Baker's analysis of embedded 
interrogatives may be mistaken. 


2°The notation VSO indicates the sentential word order Verb-Subject- 
Object. SOV indicates the order Subject-Object-Verb, and so on. 


3°The term 'WH word' means ‘question word' and is used here as an 
abbreviation with no claim attached to the WH. 
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particles in sentence-final position. None of the SOV 
languages regularly moved WH words to sentence-initial 
position. 

C. SVO languages presented less rigid correlations but 
no language permitted both a final YNQ particle and an 


initial WH word. 


Baker concludes from these generalizations that there is 
a correlation between the position of YNQ particles and WH words and 
that the initial position of tf and whether, and who, what and where 
in English is a reflection of this general principle. He, then goes 
on to posit a "two-part hypothesis of ‘universal grammar'."' (p.207) 
The hypothesis takes the form of a lexicalization rule for @, (116), 


and a movement rulé which positions WH words, (117). 


(116) Q > je \ 


whether 
Clive) 0 X NP NN 
Le eee 4 
ly ot2see, . 4 
condition: 3 > WH 
That is, the assumption of a segmental @ allows the sentences in (118) 


to be derived either by @ lexicalization or WH movement. 


(118) a. I wonder {er \ Bill will come. 


whether 


when 
b. IL wonder how Bill will come. 
where 


why 


69 


0 7 ms 
| ~ e . 
intstnt-sonsinse 04) ebtow HW bevom qixsluget eegeugasl 7 2D 
ee | pmokatetg 
jud anotisiersz02 bigkt eaal bsaasestq soguingub iat ior G © ; 
as boa slotixeq OWY Isnt2 s daod hod jLarieq egsugnsl on 
_ +brow HW Letstat 
et gred? jedd enotissiferensg saedt mort esbulon0> Tels 
bas ebtow HW bas e9fntaiegq OMY to notstaog sia asewied molisistz09 6 
gratis brs tpdu .ofu bas .vedtoly baa YS to motjieog Istsini ext sed3 ¥ 
ss0y medt .SH .oslqtontiq Isronsg aids to notsoslter 8 ek detigad ak ; 
(OS.q) ".'akumerg Leetsvinu' to ekesdtoqyl 21sq-ews” s tkeog.o3 go 
(Off) .9 102 olor aolsssilsoixst 6. io mot a3 aeisd eleeditoqyd edt 


_(SED) ,abtow HW endisteog doldw siox jasmsvom 8 bas 
4 at «+ 9 (ant) 7 
tsiisdw 
Y @& xX (NID. inl 
“ho -£ SOR 
& ,0 Se ~f 
HW < € imotsibaos 
(@(f) ot asonstnse sd2 awolfs 9 isjnomgee & to nokiqmuees ef3 ,.ei jedT 
-inemevom WH 10 nottastisotxe! ® vd sontts bavixeb ed o7 


tit 


laeas See iS ees | tsboow I .6 “(LD a 


a 


70 


Baker's second and third arguments in support of segmental 
@ depend on the fact that the WH movement rule can be viewed as an 
operation whereby the WH ee replaces the @. The second is that 
the ungrammatical sentences of (119) will not be derived because their 
derivation would involve more than a single application of WH move- 


ment (Baker:209). 


(119) a. *Who what gave to whom? 
b. *Who what to whom gave? 
c. *Which men which states did the President assign 
to? 
Since the first application of this rule would effectively delete the 
@, the environmental requirements of (117) would no longer be 
available. 
The third argument is that a replacement conception of 
WH movement accounts for the fact that the sentences in (120) are 


ungrammatical. 


(120) a. *We're not sure whether who Bill saw. 


b. *We're not sure if who Bill saw. 


If either WH movement or @ lexicalization occurred, the environment 

for the other could not be met. Therefore, if either whether or 

who were first produced in (120 a) the other would automatically be 

excluded. Sentence (120 b) is ungrammatical because it too would 

derive through a violation of the single lexicalization condition. 
Having presented his defence of segmental @ on the grounds 

that a performative reading of @ produces deviant semantic readings 


and that segmental @ explains the operations outlined above, Baker 
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proposes that (% is an operator’! bound to specific constituents 
below it in the tree by an index system of integers (p.215). He 
presents the trees (121) and (122) as structures underlying (123), 


an ambiguous question having (124) and (125) as possible answers. 


Gi21) 
Ser 
Q(i, 4) 
..--some(i)one... Siz 
Q(k) 
eee ...that(j)book...at some(k)place... 
ull 
Q¢(i) 
..-some(i)one... Sic 
Q(j,k) 


...that(j)book...at some(k)place... 


31Bach (1968:106) comments on operators as follows: 


It is natural to think about adapting a system of 
operators (quantifiers) like those used in logical systems 
and allowing these operators to function with the variables 
in the deep structures of sentences. The class of 
operators will include the more abstract elements under- 
lying such forms as articles, some, and the like. We 
define the scope of an operator Q as the string dominated 
by the highest S to which Q is prefixed. If an operator 
Q is followed immediately by a variable x then we say that 
every occurrence of x within the scope of Q is bound by Q. 
Among the operators will be a generic operator, an all 
operator, a some, a focus or definiteness operator, a 
question operator, and the like. 


(The @ in this passage is not the interrogative morpheme @ although 
the latter is a member of the class of operators referred to as q 
by Bach.) See also footnote 19, p.50. 
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(123) Who remembers where we bought which book? 


(124) John and Martha remember where we bought which book. 


(125) John remembers where we bought the physics book 
and Martha and Ted remember where we bought The 


Wizard of Oz. 


That is, in (124) John and Martha each remember the loca- 
tion at which each book was bought. In (125) on the other hand, 
John remembers some facts and Ted and Martha remember another set. 


The integers (i, j, k, ...) specify the scope of Q@, so 


32 


that WH insertion (126) applies*“ to the appropriate node below it. 


TPAC ARE Re: 


1 2 3 eye 


A 2 WHO ray 5 


After WH-insertion, a modified WH movement rule, (127) shifts the WH 
to its appropriate surface position, so that the questioned NP 


effectively replaces the Q. 


(127) 0 (seen ewe (ene Cane ey 


1 Wy 3 4 > 


1b, Shag eae (uN! 


32cince the NP's to be questioned are marked by integers in deep 
structure, the WH morpheme can be introduced transformationally. 
This WH insertion is not subject to the criticism brought against 
Kuroda's WH attachment transformation in section 2.6. 
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2.10 Segmental @ refuted 


Langacker (1969b, 1971) argues that @ cannot have a 
performative reading because sentences like (104 b) are thereby 
interpreted as (104 b'). 

(104) b. Alice didn't know what Albert bought. 

b'. Alice didn't know I ask you: what did Albert 
buy. 
That is, he believes that the (b) versions in (104)-(114) contain 
embedded interrogatives and that a performative semantic reading of 
the embedded @ leads to mistaken or nonsensical interpretations. 
On this point he agrees with Baker's analysis. Nevertheless, he 
rejects Baker's arguments in favor of a segmental Q. 

Baker's first argument was that a segmental @ is the direct 
source of tf/whether, as in (118) above. Langacker (1969b:Section 
III) has attempted to demonstrate that whether derives from WH + 
either. Baker's position requires that (128) be the underlying 
structure for (129). 

(128) Q (OR (Jill is pregnant))(OR (Jill is just putting 

on weight.)) 


(129) Is Jill pregnant, or is she just putting on weight? 


Langacker argues that sentences like (130) and (131), where the 
application of SAI corresponds with WH shift, present evidence 


that SAI is dependent upon WH shift. 


(130) Jill ate what? 


(131) What did Jill eat? 
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Corroborating evidence appears in the French sentences (132)-(134). 


(132) Elle aime qui? 
Who does she like? 
(133) Qui aime-t-elle? 
Who does she like? 
(134) *Aime-t-elle qui? 
*Does she like who? 
The dependency relation between WH shift and SAI, Langacker claims, 
resides in the WH morpheme: SAI only applies when WH appears in 


initial position. 


Sentence (135) demonstrates that SAI applies to conjunctive 


questions (CQ). 

(135) Did John or Harry go hunting? 

= (Which person went hunting?) 

Katz and Postal (1964:100) recognized that CQ were related to YNQ 
and used the relatedness to support their derivation of YNQ from 
conjunctive structures containing a sentence adverbial dominating 
WH and etther/for. Their representation was modified from (59) to 
(61), which is repeated here. 


(61) 
Sentence adverbial 


WH and 
or 
Since sentences like (129) require the ezther/or morpheme, 
which Langacker abbreviates as Oh, and since they are subject to SAI 


and therefore contain an initial WH, Langacker proposes that (129) 


has an underlying structure like that in (136). 


74 


al ae 
.(AEL)~(SEL) edonsamee donext ad at exsoqqe sanabitve’ giitsxoder200 
Stup smis off8 (SEL) 
YeAtl ode esob ofW el 
- ‘Yelle-s-omte tud (EER 
TeAtl ede asob odW 
Sup slfo~3-omtA* (ALL) 
fodw sali sde esod* 

-emtsio tetoegasd ,IA@ bos Jitde Bw neowied noltalsx yoosbsegeb eiT 

nt etseqqs WA nedw asilqqs yloo IA2 semenqrom YM oda ok eeblaor 
“yma teoq Letsiok 

gvijzonutnos ot estiqas IAQ 3sd3 astsitenomsb (CEL) sometne2 
(99) amotisoup 
Tgottaut og YTISH to adel BEA CEL) 
(Sgnizaud tnow aoateg daidW) = 

OUY o2 beteis1 orew OD jada, bes krgossx (00L:800@L) Leteol bas siad 

mort QUY io molsevizsb rheid txogqua o3 essnbedsisy edz beau bas 

anitentmob [sidtevbs sanstnse 6 gtimtistaos astutourse ovisonvtaeo 

ot (®2) mort beittbom eaw solsetnessiqs1 tisiT .1o\tedits bas HW 

sted bstseqest et dotdw , (£38) 


. (£3) 
Istdtevbs 39fs3192 
i} 
.Smadgqrom so\ssdirs ong extupoy (@Si) sat esonstnee sante cis 


TA@ of to9tdue sxe yodd oonta bas .10 es setstverdds xedosgasd dotdw 
(@SI) sea eseoqorq textosgtsd .WW Ielatat ns mteinos stotexsd3 bas 


75 


(136) Q(WH + OR (Jill is pregnant)) (WH + OR 


(Jill is just putting on weight)). 


The left-most occurrence of OR in surface structures is 


etther, as shown in (137). 


(13/7). as) Either oa iivss pregnant on she isn't. 


b. *Or Jill is pregnant or she isn't. 


Langacker cites the distributional relationships in 
sentences (138) and (139) where a disjunction is formed by pairing 
of whether and either with or. 

(138) I wonder whether Jill is pregnant or not. 

(139) Either Jill is pregnant or not. 

He takes this fact as support for his analysis. He also provides 
example (140). 


(140) I wonder whether, Jill is pregnant or whether, 


i 


she is just putting on weight. 


In his analysis this sentence has an underlying structure like (141). 


(141) mE + oF 
NP VP 
I V NP 
wonder N So 
| 
Let 
Q WHtOR, 5S, Si, 


Jill is pregnant Jill is putting on 
weight 
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A conjunction copying rule would modify the embedded sentence (S,) 


of eC 141) Tro nCla2). S 


WH+OR, °S Ya tae @ 
Pie ee eR, S 
REE Ss pregnant rae 


whether, 


(142) 


whether, or Jill is putting on 


weight 
Since WH + OR yields whether, it is easy to see how both whether, 


and whether , in (140) derive. The WH + OR preceding S, is presumably 


4 
the source for both terms in "or whether" of the surface structure. 
WH + OR as a single constituent is supposed to be the source of 
whether in embedded questions. It is not then clear how or in (140) 
is derived. Two possibilities exist. One is that conjunction 
distribution applies twice. When conjunction distribution applies 
to (141), the WH + OR sequence is distributed to S3 and Sy: Pia 
second distribution applied to provide a source for or of (140), 


then there would be a redundant WH + OR sequence preceding S35 thus: 


((WH + OR (WH + OR (Jill is pregnant))) (WH + OR (WH + OR (Jill is not 


55 54 5), 


pregnant)))). An ad hoc constraint on the number of OR morphemes on 


So 


the initial disjunction in a disjunctive set could be imposed. 
Alternatively an ad hoc OR deletion could apply. Neither of these 
patch-up operations is desirable. 

The second possibility is to have I wonder embedded in Ss, 
of (141). This solution would require an ad hoc deletion of a 


repeated matrix sentence and would remove the necessity of conjunction 


distribution. Sentence (143) would represent this structure. 
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(143) I wonder whether Jill is pregnant or I wonder 


whether she is putting on weight. 


However sentence (143) is not a paraphrase of (140). If (143) 
were an approximation of an appropriate underlying form of (140) 
it would be impossible to prevent sentence (144) from arising 


because Langacker attaches WH + OR before conjunction distribution. 


(144) *I wonder whether Jill is pregnant whether I 


wonder whether she is putting on weight. 
In any event, one paraphrase of (143) is (145). 


(145) Either I wonder whether Jill is pregnant or 


I wonder whether she is putting on weight. 


Since (145) is not a paraphrase of (140), the second possible account 
for two OR morphemes before the second disjunction in (140) is not 
tenable. Langacker's refutation of Baker's first argument is there- 
fore weakened because of the difficulty his alternative has with 
embedded or whether. 

Baker's second point was that a segmental @ provides a 
natural means of allowing only one initial occurrence of WH words. 
The examples like "*who what gave to whom?" in (119) required 
this condition. Furthermore Baker proposed that @ substitution and 
WH shift are universals. Langacker presents two arguments against 


this position. 


The first rests on sentences like (146)-(148) which contain 


at 
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two questioned elements. °°? 


(146) What did who see? 
(147) When did who leave? 


(148) Where did which dog bury a dinosaur bone? 


These examples, of which Langacker says (p.16) "the proper analysis ... 
is not immediately obvious", do not constitute counterexamples to 
Baker's position because his WH insertion rule allows any number of 

WH words in a sentence, and his WH movement rule permits only one 
sentence-initial WH word. It is impossible to see how sentences (146)- 


(148) violate these conditions. 


The second argument is the assertion that Samoan permits 
more than one WH word to appear in initial position. This is a clear 
violation of the @ substitution principle and therefore helps to 
invalidate it. 

Baker's third defence of segmental Q was that it prevented 


mixed WHQ/YNQ as in (120): 


(120) a. *We're not sure whether who Bill saw. 
b. *We're not sure if who Bill saw. 
Counter-evidence for this claim is provided by both French and English. 
Sentence (149) has two possible forms, characterized here by the two 
English translations. 
(149) Elle aime qui? 
(i) She likes who? 


(ii) Who does she like? 


*° Langacker (1969b:84) provides a vague reference to section I of his 
MSS as containing an argument against Baker's @ replacement formulation 
of WH shift. I take it that he is referring to examples (146)-(148) 


and accompanying discussion. 
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The first version demonstrates that WH insertion (or attachment) 
has occurred but WH shift has not. Under Baker's proposal an 
initial Q would remain. Since @ is never subject to phonological 
specification, two courses are open. One would be the ad hoc intro- 
duction of a @ deletion rule which applied only if Q lexicalization 
or WH shift had not. Or Q@ could undergo the @ lexicalization rule 
(116). The resulting structure would be both a WHQ and a YNQ since 
WH insertion creates WHQ while @ lexicalization creates YNQ. 
There would therefore be no way to prevent sentence (150) from being 
derived. 

(150) *Elle aime qui ou non? 

*Who does she like or not? 

Baker's proposal appropriately prevents sentences like 
(151) in English because WH shift is obligatory. 

(151) *Who does Gertrude like or not? 
However, Langacker argues that one possible reading for this 


sentence is (152) which can be paraphrased as (153) and (154). 


(152) Who does Gertrude like -- or who doesn't she like? 

(153) Is it or is it not the case that Gertrude likes the 
person identified in (154). 

(154) What is the identity of the person; such that 
Gertrude bears to him the attitude specified in 
(15900 


Since (153) and (154) presume each other, (152) involves an "infinite 
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regression". Sentences like (150) and (151) are therefore to be 
excluded on the grounds that they have no semantic representation. 
Their exclusion is not due to a process of syntactic replacement. 

Finally, Langacker argues that Baker's two-part hypothesis 
to account for the putative universals exposed by Greenberg can be 
replaced by other proposals. Ross (1967) claims that languages do 
not have rules which move constituents indefinitely to the right. 
This would account for the lack of rightward shift of WH. This much 
of the counter-argument holds. 

The rest of Langacker's remarks are unconvincing. The 
following quote is presented in the interest of clarity and precision 
(1969b:88): 

Beyond this [the right-movement constraint], of 
course, we must account for the failure of WH shift 

to apply leftward in languages that have final question 

particles. At worst, this could be stated as an ad hoc 

feature of the WH shift rule. Or if this is not possible 
it could be stated as an unexplained restriction in 
linguistic metatheory. Notice that Baker's solution is 
in reality no less ad hoc; nothing in his analysis leads 

one to expect any correlation between the position of a 

question particle and the direction of WH shift. From 

this much alone one can reasonably maintain that Baker's 


... argument fails to establish the claim that @ must be 
accorded segmental status. 


While one can agree with Langacker's characterization of 
Baker's analysis of the relationship between particle position and 
WH shift, it is unacceptable to replace one ad hoc solution with 
another. Langacker provides the following speculative characteriza- 


tion of such an alternate analysis (1969b:91). 
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--.Suppose that all those languages with final 
question particles turn out to be SOV languages in 
underlying structure, and that all those languages 
with initial particles can be shown to be underlying 
VSO languages. It might then turn out that a certain 
definable class of movement rules, including WH shift, 
is restricted to VSO languages, so that the failure of 
WH shift to apply leftward in languages with final 
question particles follows as a special case of a 
more general metatheoretical principle. 

-.-But it should be emphasized that the restrictions 
on WH shift in this framework are, at worst, no more ad 
hoc than those proposed by Baker. 


Despite Langacker's claim to the contrary, this speculative 
invention does NOT provide "a principled reason for expecting 
question particles to occur initially in VSO languages and finally 
in SOV languages." It does not because the account resides on an 
unexplained general condition. If it could be shown that WH and 
particle position in surface structure were in some way related to 
the position of the verb (or other constituent) THEN it could be 
claimed that "a principled" analysis had been found.°* 

In summary, Langacker does not provide a tenable alternative 
to Baker's tf/whether lexicalization. Nor does he present a convinc- 
ing case linking types of question formation to word order. He 
does however, present a case in favor of attributing the exclusion of 
mixed WHQ/YNQ to the impossibility of assigning a meaningful interpre- 
tation to them. A second successful argument is that Samoan is a 
counterexample to the proposal that a segmental Q prevents more than 
one sentence initial WH word. On the basis of these last two arguments 


Baker's segmental Q stands refuted. 


34Rach (1971) has approached such a principle. He suggests that WH 
movement only occurs leftward, and that movement cannot be beyond the 


scope of the governing verb. 
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2.11 @ as an index on ASK 


Langacker rejects both a performative interpretation of Q, 
and a segmental @. At the same time he accepts the basic position 
that sentences like (b) in (104)-(114) contain embedded interrogatives. 
He also concludes that sentences like (123) require a scope feature 
similar to Baker's @ as it appears in (121)-(122) and accompanying 
transformation. Langacker calls the scope feature OP. 

OP relies upon the existence of higher sentences, such as 
performatives or hypersentences.°” It has recently been assumed 
(see discussion above, sec. 2.7) that it is the verb of higher 
sentences which contains the sentence-type morpheme. In the case of 
interrogatives this verb can be called ASK.°*® One of the features of 
ASK is the operator OP. This OP is bound to various constituents 


lower in the structure by a system of indices. For example, sentence 


>Ssince Langacker uses the term 'performatives', it will be used in 
the ensuing discussion of this point. 


The following quotations from Langacker (1971) summarize the 
confusion surrounding the status of the underlying interrogative 


morpheme. 
I wish to make no specific claim regarding the form of 
this higher clause - I ASK you is only an ad hoc 
representation. (p.4) 


One reason [for choosing I ASK you] is that @ is totally 
ad hoc. (p.5) 
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(155) has the underlying structure (156).°’ 


(155) Does he snore? 


(156) S 

V N N 
ene | 
ASK, I you S 

Te 

V N N 

| | | 

WH+OR , S S 

OS 
he snores NEG §S 


he snores 


The indexed OP then functions as a distributor of the semantic 
information contained in ASK. 

There are several problems relating to this analysis. In 
general, it is extremely difficult to specify or even categorize in 
general terms the information contained in higher sentences. 
Secondly, it is not clear that the OP analysis is not a functional 
equivalent of the Katz-Postal @ + WH analysis. Thirdly, Baker's 
analysis of sentence (104 b) as containing an embedded question is 
not unassailable. It is from this analysis that an indexing system 
draws its motivation. Each of these problems will be discussed 


in the following chapter. 


>’Langacker's notation has been modified here as follows. Langacker 
apparently accepts McCawley's (1970) argument that English is an under- 
lying VSO language. He therefore represents I ask you as ask I you. 
Similarly the status of conjunctions as verbs requires that WH + OR 

be dominated by V. 
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aS Ia Concluding observations 


This chapter has examined the major proposals which have 


been put forth regarding the nature of interrogative structures as 


interpreted by generative grammarians. The major direction of develop- 


ment has been towards refining techniques for differentiating 


sentence types and for accounting for structural peculiarities of 


questions. 


A 


Jig e 


Two major conclusions can be drawn from the discussion. 
Interrogatives feature an underlying morpheme which 
distinguishes them from all other kinds of sentences. 
They also contain a relational system which links the 
interrogative morpheme to specific elements in the rest 
of the sentence. 

The nature of the interrogative morpheme is in dispute. 
Katz and Postal proposed a @ which would have an interpre- 
tative reading "I ask you". Baker proposed that @ has 
segmental status and is either lexicalized as tf/whether 
or replaced by WH words. Langacker rejects both of these 
positions and argues that interrogatives are defined as 
containing an indexed operator on a performative verb of 
questioning. He calls this verb ASK. 


The following chapter examines some of the consequences of 


the latter position and argues against it. 
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CHAPTER III 


PERFORMATIVES, INDICES AND THE INTERROGATIVE MORPHEME 


3.0 Introduction 


Langacker (1969b), as we have seen, rejects both the 
performative @ and the segmental @. In the place of @ he posits OP - 
an operator with the same indexing conventions as Baker's q. This 
operator is itself an integer on the performative verb ASK. It is 
a cover symbol for the features associated with the abstract verb 
ASK to which the question formation transformations are sensitive. 
This chapter examines three of the problems connected with this con- 
ception of linguistic structure and concludes that performatives like 
ASK are a questionable addition to the discussion of grammatical 
phenomena. It concludes that indexed OP is a functional equivalent 
of the Katz and Postal @ + WH and thus unnecessary, and further 
that embedded interrogatives do not in fact provide any motivation 


for indexing conventions of the type required by Baker. 


3.1 The complexity of performatives 


If the characteristic feature of interrogatives is the 
presence of an indexed operator on a performative ASK, then we must 
examine performatives in general in order to understand the com- 
plexities at hand. 

The term which Ross (1970) uses for higher sentences is 
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"performative". The term is borrowed from Austin (1962) who uses it 
to distinguish two types of statements, constatives and performatives.? 
Constatives are sentences like those in (1) which report information 


and are 'verifiable' in that they can be shown to be true or false. 


(1) a. Bananas grow in Iceland. 
Dew OUL cate is Lost. 


c. We have three children. 


Performative sentences are statements which have the following 
characteristics: 
a) they do not describe or report information and are not 
"verifiable'. 
b) to utter a performative sentence is to perform the 
action of the verb. 
Performatives always contain first person singular present 
indicative active verbs.’ Examples of performatives are: 
(2) a. I name this ship the HMCS Integrity. 
b. diasptheckstiohnwept(as in choosing sides for a game) 
c. I order you to bring some firewood. 
The sentences in (2) are not verifiable: they are not 
"true' or 'false'. They are only appropriate or inappropriate. 


Austin stipulates this condition as follows: 


1See above Chapter II, sec. 2.7 for some discussion of this dichotomy. 


*These conditions are drawn from Austin (pp.4-6). Ross (1970) expands 
these grammatical requirements to specify that performative verbs are 
verbs of linguistic communication such as ask, declare, say, request 
and so on. See sec. 2.72 of Chapter 2 for detail. 
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Speaking generally, it is always necessary that the 
ctrcumstances in which the words are uttered should be 
in some way, or ways, appropriate, and it is very 
commonly necessary that either the speaker himself 
or other persons should also perform other actions, 
whether 'physical' or "mental" actions or even acts of 
uttering further words. (p.8) 

...the words must be spoken 'seriously'. (p.9) 


The appropriateness condition applied to the sentences 


in (2) would require circumstances something like those outlined in 


(3). 


(3) a. For sentence (2 a) the person uttering the 
sentence must be someone vested with the authority 
to name ships and the name intended for the ship 
must be HMCS Integrity. Furthermore the time and 
location in which the sentence is uttered must be 
that which is determined by various external 
criteria. For example, (2 a) can occur appropriately 
only at a launching site and only in a specific 
ceremonial context. The launching site and 
ceremonial context are in turn related to phenomena 
in the physical world (e.g. a large body of water) 
or to the cultural structure of the participants 
(e.g. ship launchings and christenings are 
ceremonial procedures which have social, political 
and economic repercussions and constraints). 

b. Sentence (2 b) is appropriate only if uttered by 

someone who has the authority to choose members of 


a team, and only if the person designated (i.e. 
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the grammatical object) is in fact a member of the 
set of possible members for a team. 'John' cannot 
be exempted from participation through his own 
volition or through extenuating circumstances such 
as his being restricted to a wheelchair when the 
game in question is tennis. That is, he must be 
an appropriate recipient (object) of the performance 
designated in the sentence. 

As for the person uttering sentence (2 b), 
the authority which he has must be previously 
agreed to by all the members of the set of 
possible candidates. Under usual practice the 
speaker cannot be one of the players and John the 
captain. If unusual or extraordinary procedures 
are to be employed these must be specifically 
agreed upon (and would probably involve consider- 
able debate because of the nature of their 
deviation from diGndat cultural practices). 

As is true for (2 a), (2 b) must be uttered 
at appropriate times and locations. 
The performative order in (2 c) also has specific 
circumstances in which it is appropriate, circum- 
stances which are similar to those outlined in 
(3 b). The person to whom the sentence is directed 
is the addressee. The addressee must be in a 


position to accept the authority of the speaker. 
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Austin (p.28) gives the example of a shipwrecked 
captain and a sailor stranded on an island. The 
sailor may choose not to accept the authority of 
the captain whose utterance of (2 c) would there- 
fore be inappropriate. 

The last two examples have especially clear connections to 
linguistic phenomena: they require precise specification of the 
relationship between the speaker and the addressee. 

Sampson (1969) has argued that it is possible to predict 
familiar and formal pronoun usage in Chaucerian English on the basis 
of observable social phenomena such as seating arrangements, clothing 
styles and occupational status and the relative hierarchical ordering 
between members of the social group which these phenomena reflect. 

If Sadock (1969b) is correct in asserting that higher (abstract) 
sentences are the source of familiar and formal pronoun selection 

in languages, then the type of information incorporated in the 
higher sentence is precisely that information which Sampson has 
found relevant for Chaucerian English. The felicity conditions which 
Austin attaches to performatives depend on information of the same 
type. There are then two distinct aspects of language involved. 

On the one hand there is a grammar of linguistic elements which 
provides sets of possible grammatical strings. On the other hand 
there is a conceptual framework which encompasses a "grammar of 
usage". This framework specifies among other things appropriateness 
conditions for the use of sentences. These conditions state whether 


a particular grammatical sequence is appropriate in the communicative 
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context. The hypersentence (or performative) is a mechanism for 
relating general information from the conceptual framework of the 
individual to his grammatical (linguistic) structure. 

R. Lakoff (1969, 1970) has pointed out instances in which 
it is necessary to explicitly specify presuppositions’ in order that 
the grammar provide contextually appropriate sentences. That is, 
part of the description of a sentence is its appropriateness as 
it relates to the environment in which it is uttered. A sentence 
like "She is washing her face'' is unexpected as a response to "What 
is Mike doing?" if only because the pronouns she and her cannot 
normally refer to Mtke. The first example which Lakoff uses to 


support her position is the some ~ any alternation in English, in (4). 


(4) a. Who wants some beans? 
b. Who wants any beans? 


Of this alternation she says: 


In questions of certain types, the use of some 
implies that the speaker hopes for, or at least 
anticipates, a positive answer; the use of any implies 
the expectation of a negative answer, or at least a 
neutral feeling on the part of the speaker.... If there 
is a rule determining the distribution of some and any, 
it must take these presuppositions into account. (R. 
Lakoff, 1969:612-613). 


Concerning the same alternation she states: "It is difficult to 


see how this could be predicted...without performative abstract 


*Presuppositions are thoughts, beliefs, knowledge and other similar 
factors which influence the meaning, interpretation and understanding 
of sentences. For a discussion of the use of presuppositions in 
philosophy and linguistics see Garner (1971). 
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verbs.'"' (1969:612) 

She attributes the presuppositional characteristics of 
expectation, volition and the like to the performative verb. It is 
clear that this analysis of some/any rests upon the assumption that 
the sentences in (4) are not synonymous. Traditionally sentences are 
said to be synonymous if and only if they have the same truth value 
in a given environment. The sentences of (4) would then be 
Synonymous since they can both be uttered in accompaniment with a 
gesture extending the beans in question towards some unspecified 
second person(s). 

Traditionally only declarative sentences can have truth 
value and R. Lakoff notes (1969:612,n.2) that questions cannot 
be falsified in principle. Questions are therefore exempt from the 
traditional criteria for synonymity. If felicity conditions are 
imposed as criteria for "true'' questions, then questions can be 
Synonymous or not. Lakoff therefore redefines synonymous sentences 
as those "that could be used, with the same truth value, in identical 
environments.'’ This modification allows the analyst to address the 
mature of the differences between (4 a) and (4b). The differences 
appear in the circumstances outlined in (5). 

(5) a. Sentence (4 a) could be spoken by the person 

(host) offering beans to someone else. The 

speaker assumes that someone will want some beans. 
b. Sentence (4 b) on the other hand, spoken by the 

person offering the beans, means that he expects 


that no one will want any beans, because it is 
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the end of the meal, or the beans are distasteful 
or any number of other reasons. 

If the sentences of (4) are uttered in the reverse 
circumstances of (5), then some "confusion or misunderstanding will 
result", For example, if sentence (4 a) is uttered in circumstances 
(6), the interpretation might be that the speaker is joking. 

(6) It is fall and the garden plants have frozen. The 
bean plants still had unpicked beans on them when 
they froze. It is the middle of the afternoon and 
the speaker extends, towards a second person, a 
handful of dead bean plants which have mushy, mold 
covered bean pods hanging from them and says 'Who 
wants some beans?" even though he expects that no 
one will. 

Lakoff anticipates that the pairing of circumstances 
(presuppositions) such as (5) and (6) with (4) will be carried out 
by the performative verb. It is further assumed by Ross (1970) 
and others that abstract sentences are part of the grammar of 
linguistic elements. 

If social, cultural and physical phenomena are specified 
in the grammar, then the grammar must have some means of interpret- 
ing these circumstances so as to determine the appropriate linguistic 
reflections of the ‘non-linguistic" conditions. For example, in order 
to determine pronoun usage in languages such as Chaucerian English 
or modern French, the grammar must have some built-in device which 


is sensitive to the status of the addressee and which can evaluate, 
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in terms of a hierarchy, the status of both the addressee and the 
speaker. The result of the evaluation procedure is fed into* 

the structural feature system of the "performative", or "hyper- 
sentence" or whatever mechanism it is that operates on sentences to 
produce felicitous and appropriate utterances”. 

Bright (1968) discusses the relationships between various 
cultural factors and cites Goodenough who contends that individual 
cultural factors can only be understood as part of larger cultural 
structures. If the circumstances and presuppositions of (5) and 
(6) are to be employed by the grammar which generates the sentences 
of (4), then the performative verb will have to provide a major link 
to all of the cultural behavior which has traditionally been 
termed extralinguistic. 

From the arguments just sketched it becomes clear that the 
grammar of usage must contain on the one hand at least a socio- 
sensor, and a socio-evaluator, on the other a component made up of 


syntax, lexicon and phonology, and some means of relating the two. 


In effect the entire conceptual framework of the individual is 


“The terminology "fed into" is not intended in any specific way. The 
concept is that the results of the socio-evaluator must be made 
accessible to the sentence production scheme in some way. 


°The picture is further complicated by the fact that speakers can 
deliberately produce inappropriate pronominal forms for jocular, 
offensive or other reasons. Speakers can also deliberately produce 
infelicitous utterances with known effect and consequences. Presumably, 
the grammar must also specify these phenomena because they may be 
associated with particular intonation patterns or other overt 

linguistic signals. 
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required by his grammar. Features which are determined by the 


sociocomponents have been assigned to performatives in recent 
tradition. 

Gumperz and Hymes (1972:36) in the editorial preface to 
Hymes (1972), say: 


Rules of speaking are the ways in which speakers associate 
particular modes of speaking, topics or message forms, 

with particular settings and activities ... there is almost 
no systematic information on such matters. What ethno- 
graphic information we have suggests considerable cross- 
cultural variation in rules of speaking. Yet the range 

of this variation and its relation to social structure 

and linguistic form is as yet unknown. 


Labov (1970:54-55) comments in a similar vein 


Commands and refusals are actions; declarations, 
interrogatives, imperatives and linguistic categories - 
things that are said, rather than things that are done. 
The rules we need will show how things are done with words 
and how one interprets these utterances as actions: in 
other words, relating what is done to what is said and what 
is said to what is done. This area of linguistics can 
be called "discourse analysis"; but it is not well known 
or developed. Linguistic theory is not yet rich enough 
to write such rules, for one must take into account such 
sociological, non-linguistic categories as rights, roles, 
and obligations. 


One can reasonably conclude from these observations that linguists 
are not yet in a position to formalize the link between linguistic 
grammars and conceptual frameworks. Since performatives function as 
links of this type they may well be premature formulations. In 


fact it may be the case that linguists have reached a general plateau 


in their ability to formalize models of linguistic behavior. Research 


aimed at disclosing information relating to grammars of usage would 
assist in the evaluation of structures like performatives as well as 


provide a check on narrower linguistic descriptions. 
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In this regard Hymes (1972) supplies some tentative 
categories of situations in which speech occurs and posits a number 
of factors in the communicative context which have overt manifesta- 
tions in speech acts. In his presentation (1972:57) he contends 

" 


that performative structures of the type "I hereby X you to ..." are 


basically incorrect for two general reasons. One is that sentences 


with the overt form (7) can be interpreted as (8). 


(7) Would you like to take the slow class? 


(8) Take the slow class! 


If the performative verb is the source of both the semantic information 
and the linguistic signal (syntactic configuration) then the underlying 
source of (7) and (8) embodies a paradox: the governing verb is both 
interrogative and imperative. 

Hymes further points out that some language systems (cultures) 
do not make use of the dyadic division inherent in the performative 
scheme. These systems refer not only to the speaker and addressee 
but may also refer to hearers other than the addressee, and so on. 

The position is summed up as (Hymes 1972:58-59): 
In short, serious ethnographic work shows that there 
is one general, or universal, dimension to be postulated, 
that of partictpant. The common dyadic model of speaker- 


hearer specifies sometimes too many, sometimes too few, 
sometimes the wrong participants. 


Since both Ross and Sadock intended their proposals for abstract 


sentences to be part of linguistic metatheory, these proposals would 


have to be modified considerably to accommodate these objections. °® 


For numerous references to literature relating to the matters discussed 
above see the bibliography in Gumperz and Hymes (1972). 
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3.2 Semantic considerations - internal problems 


Underlying the attempts at specifying performatives is the 
assumption that the underlying structural level in linguistic 
descriptions is semantic and that analysis to a level of ‘semantic 
primes' is desirable. This framework anticipates that the semantic 
primes assume structural relations such that they can be represented 
in branching trees (Morgan 1969:50). Furthermore it is assumed by 
at least some linguists (Morgan 1969:54) that the internal 
structure of semantic pice Ahora tno is psychologteally real. 
Morgan defends this position by stating that "any theory of semantics 
which does not claim some sort of psychological reality for its 
constructs is sterile, little more than a game of how-language- 
would-work-if-I-designed-it."' But the assertion of such a statement 
does not constitute proof of it. 

Gallagher (1970) has outlined several objections to this 
framework. She points out that by simply asserting that semantic 
primes and psychological reality are identical it is possible to 
miss differences as well as to notice similarities. A strong asser- 
tion can therefore be as sterile as no assertion. Furthermore, if 
the assertion is to be given the status of an assumption in linguistic 
arguments, independent tests must demonstrate a connection between 
the semantic and psychological minimal units. 


Such tests would require the specification of semantic primes’ 


"This, at least, would be the task primarily of linguists and others 
interested in the nature of language as it occurs detached from 
psychological, physiological and other biologically oriented 
considerations. 
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In principle, however, it is not possible to do so. If the conditions 


on usage provide part of the meaning of words,® then an exhaustive 


list of such conditions is required to fully account for meaning. 
The world, in its manifold aspects, is constantly changing and 
exhaustive description of existing and possible conditions is not 
feasible. Furthermore, there are words like assassinate which can 


be systematically paraphrased as (9). 


(9) assassinate: to kill someone of political importance 
with malice aforethought for the purpose of political 
gain. The victim may not be a close relative but he 
must have a higher social rank than the person 
committing the act. The act must occur in a public 


place or at a public event.” 


Each of the conditions specified in this definition is subject to 
infinite variation. There are infinite gradations of social rank, 


10 It is therefore impossible on 


importance and political purpose. 
general grounds to exhaustively specify semantic primes. 

A second argument against the assumption that semantic 
representations (i.e. trees) are exhaustive is that the so-called 


semantic representations are really only definitions, which them- 


selves rely on certain a priori knowledge before they are understood. 


SSection 3.1 above makes this suggestion more than conjecture. 
°This definition is a synthesis of Gallagher's discussion. 


10This example is taken from Gallagher. She attributes original 
use Of 1t to Cy. J. Fillmore, 
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For example, the semantic representation of kill is often stated 

as cause to become not alive. Since this semantic representation can 
only be understood through identification of the clues supplied by 
each of the constituents in [CAUSE [ BECOME [ NOT [ ALIVE ]]]], it 

is easy to see that it is nothing more than a general definition- 

and NOT a specification of semantic primitives.!! 

From this arises the third obstacle in the quest for 
pristine semantic units. Whenever a definition is given, it is 
possible to request a more precise definition. Sentence (10) can 
have the paraphrase readings (11), (12) and (13), as well as others 
not detailed here. 

(10) John opened the door. 

(11) John caused the door to become open. 

(12) John did something that caused the door to become 

open. 

(13) John performed an action the result of which was that 


the door ceased to be closed.?}? 


Gallagher concludes from all these arguments that it is 


1lFodor (1970) has argued that ktlZ does not derive transformationally 
from cause to dite. His arguments deal with 1) the ordering of 
lexicalization and a "do so" rule, 2) intrinsic constraints on verbs 
with respect to time adverbs, and 3) instrumental adverbials. If kzll 
is not a lexicalized version of cause to die then the latter is 
inappropriate even as a definition of kill. 


12Gallagher provides only (10)-(12) as paraphrases, after which point 
she assumes some nonlinguistic "explanatory" activity will ensue. 

That is, at some point in the explanation of (10), the 'explainer' 
will demonstrate, by way of example, what is meant. (He may also do 
more drastic things, depending in part on his frustration level, etc.) 
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impossible to specify what semantic primes are and whether or not 
they are psychologically real. If performatives are formal devices 
designed to introduce semantic and psychological features into the 
grammar, it can then be concluded that when they do so their 
success is accidental rather than a manifestation of the general 


viability of their structural properties. 


3.3°° The world in an arbor 


In the two preceding sections it has become increasingly 
evident that a great deal of non-linguistic information is required 
for the proper functioning of a grammar. Yet the conclusion that 
non-linguistic information cannot itself be incorporated into 
grammar is also becoming increasingly evident. 

Discussion of this problem will require a set of definitions. 
In the last fifteen years the term "grammar" has come to be applied 
to that system of operations which specify the relationships between 
meaning and speech sounds. This definition is relatively vague and 
hence noncontroversial. The usual implication is that operations 
take the form of a set of rewrite rules which produce a categorized 
structure (or labelled string) upon which transformational rules 
operate to change order, delete repeated items, insert predictable 
items and, finally, to interpret the strings into phonetic sequences. 
These operations deal either with elements which can be observed 
in speaking (phonetics) or for which there is indirect evidence which 


can be seen when comparing various speech acts (sentences, and the 
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like) and observing systematic correspondances. Each of the elements 
is given formal status as a member of a set and certain of the 
operations in the grammar are limited to specified sets, or subsets. 

For the purposes of this discussion the nonlinguistic 
information can be grouped under the term "performative" since it 
is abstract performative sentences which have been proposed as the 
introducers of this information into grammars. This performative 
information encompasses all of the social, psychological and 
cultural information specified in the various examples in sections 
3.1 and 3.2 above. The socio-sensor, evaluator and the like, do 
not participate in grammars in the way in which phonological, 
morphological and syntactic elements do. That is, in sentence (14), 
each of the words participates in specific formal relationships 
to the others. 

(14) néa. nelle tsedr sivrereuniteun] 


b. Let's drive around town. 


The grouping (structure) of these words delivers a general meaning: the 


suggestion that the speaker and addressee(s) undertake a particular 
activity. This structure does not however, form definite relationships 
to units of social behavior, personal emotional commitment or cultural 
acuity. It is certainly possible to interpret a sentence like (14) in 
various ways and to thereby glean certain information about the speaker 
from it. For example, given the activity suggested, one might decide 
that the speaker is young, that he lives in a small town and that he 
has an old car and is bored on a Saturday afternoon. Or the diphthongs 


might indicate that the speaker was Canadian, from Martha's Vineyard or 
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some other specific location. All of these factors are what Martinet 
(1964:54) calls the expressive function, and while they are closely 
linked to language and use, they are not part of the grammar proper. 
That is, they do not directly influence the syntactic configurations 


or the general phonological properties of the string. 


3.4 A grammar without performatives 


If performatives are not included in grammars, then the 
presuppositional differences between (15) and (16) must be specified 


elsewhere than in the syntactic grammar. The underlying grammatical 


(15) The girl I met speaks Basque. 


(16) A girl I met speaks Basque. 


The underlying grammatical structures will differ in the features attached 
to the determiner node, but there will be no indication of the origin of 
this distinction. Since [+ definite] derives from the extralinguistic 
knowledge of the speaker and the speaker's beliefs about the knowledge of 
the hearer, all of these factors would have to find specification in 

the grammar if the source of the determiners were provided. As was 
shown above, this involves the task of providing an exhaustive 
socio-bio-cultural account of each individual speaker who is 

constantly changing in a fluid environment. Equivocation at this 

point on the basis of supposed competence-performative distinctions 

in an ideal community of speakers (Chomsky 1963:3) is misguided 

because "presuppositions" and "performatives" are inherently ego- 


centric constructions and refer not only to community practices but 
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to individual manifestations of particular cultural objects. The 


following quote from Lakoff (1971) is illustrative: 


...-f0r many sentences it makes no sense to ask whether 
or not they are grammatical in any absolute sense, but 
only to ask whether they are grammatical relative to 
certain presuppositions. For example, in reciprocal 
contrastive stress constructions: 
(17) Jéhn insulted Mary and then shé insulted him. 
(18) *Jéhn praised Mary and then shé insulted him. 
(19) John called Mary a virgin and then shé insulted 
him. 
The pronouns on the right can be stressed in (19) only if it 
is presupposed that to call someone a virgin is to insult 
that person. (18) is judged ungrammatical since by the 
definition of pratse, praising someone cannot be an insult, 
at least not in our culture. 
The condition of (18) belongs to the community. The 
condition on (19) belongs to an individual or, at most, a very 
small "in group" in the same way as (6). (If this is the case, then 
sentences like (18) could be taken as identifying criteria). The 
linguist then faces a dilemma. The grammaticality of these sentences 
(17)-(19) depends upon "extralinguistic" information, and that 
information ought to be specified somewhere in the grammar. At 
the same time, linguists are as yet not ready to construct grammars 
of usage or to provide a structural description of the necessary 
"nonlinguistic'" information. In order that the investigations of 
linguistic (syntactic) structure may continue in the face of these 
difficulties the following convention is adopted in this thesis: 
if and when syntactic configurations clearly require presuppositional 
information, that information is in fact available. The source of 


such information is unspecified. This convention implies recognition 


of the lacunae in the orientation of the linguistic description and 
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thereby makes the analysis more readily subject to modification 
given appropriate correlations to non-linguistic factors. 

Performatives as defined above are thereby made redundant. 
Langacker offers no independent motivation for his performative 
analysis of @ (i.e. he offers no general justification of performa- 
tive analysis). Given their redundant status and their lack of 
motivation, performatives should be excluded from grammars. In 
particular, it will be demonstrated below that interrogative structures 
can be described without the additional machinery introduced by 


performatives. 


3.5 Relatives and proforms 


In Chapter II, sections 2.8 and 2.9, Baker's position 
on embedded interrogatives and the consequent implications for a 
segmental interrogative morpheme @ were discussed. The same 
arguments led Baker (and Langacker) to suppose that the interrogative 
morpheme was keyed to various nodes lower in a P-marker by a system 
of indices. 

The analysis of sentences like (2.104 b)'% as containing 
embedded interrogatives depended on the demonstration of their shared 


properties with (2.104 a) but not with (2.104 c). 


(2.104) a. What did Albert buy? 


13The examples in this thesis are numbered independently in each 
chapter. References to examples other than those in a current 
Chapter are preceded by the chapter number. Thus (2.104) refers 
to example (104) of Chapter II. 
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b. Alice didn't know what Albert bought. 


c. Alice didn't wash what Albert bought. 


The demonstration rests on whether or not what in (2.104 b) 
is an interrogative word. Relative pronouns and interrogative words 
in English, and other languages such as French, have superficially 
similar forms. An uncontroversial assumption is that what in (2.104 a) 
is an interrogative word. Baker argues that what in (2.104 b) is 
also an interrogative word but apparently (though he never says so) 
considers what in (2.104 c) to be a relative pronoun. 


Relative pronouns occur in the following sentences: 


(20) The man who drives a red car just went by. 
(21) The dog that I bought last week died. 

(22) The book whitch she read is lost. 

(23) Alice saw the man who came. 


(24) Alice washed the things that she bought. 


In each of these sentences the clause introduced by the relative pro- 
noun modifies or in some way specifies certain information about the 
preceding noun. Each of these sentences could be divided into two or 
more simple sentences. For example, (20) could be presented as (25). 
(25) The man just went by. The man drives a red car. 

If (25) is to have the same meaning as (20), then both occurrences 

of the phrase the man must refer to the same person. That is, 

they must be coreferential. Since a similar relationship can 

be shown to exist between each of the sentences (21)-(24) and 


a corresponding set of simple sentences, for convenience we can 


cor 
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assume that a set of simple sentences is the basic structure for 
relative clauses. Some procedure which attaches the modifying 
sentence to the head noun in the main (matrix) sentence must now be 
invoked. This procedure will be called relativization. Relativiza- 
tion identifies two coreferential noun phrases in each of two 
separate sentences and changes one of these NPs into a relative 
pronoun. Thus, the second occurrence of the man in (25) becomes 
who in (20). Another transformation moves who and the clause in which 
it originated to a position following the left member of the pair of 
coreferential NPs. 

The underlying sentences of (23) would, under these 


assumptions, be (IR ee 
(26) Alice saw the man. The man came. 


Thompson (1971) proposes that relative clauses are derived 
from conjoined sentences. This suggestion is followed here. In 
(23) and (26) the phrase the man refers to a highly specific entity. 
The phrase represents numerous semantic units (features) which are 
combined in a unique way to refer to a determined adult male human. 
Suppose that the presuppositional (i.e. extralinguistic) information 
which allows this detailed specification is either missing or 
irrelevant. That is, suppose the detail of the man were not given, 


but only a more general percept such as person were required in the 


1"It is arbitrarily assumed that the order of embeddings is left to 
right. The same two sentences as in (23) obviously also yield The 
man, who Altce saw, came. 
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specific communicative context. Then a conjunction of sentences 
like that in (27) could replace (26). 

(27) Alice saw the person. The person came. 
If relativization applies to (27), then sentence (28) results. 

(28) Alice saw the person who came. 

There are sentences like (29) in which the clause who came 
is superficially, at least, identical to who came in (23) and (28). 


(29) Alice saw who came. 


The difference between (23) and (28) on the one hand and (29) on the 
other is the absence of a full object NP in the latter. It was 
stated above that (23) and (28) differ in the detail of the real 
world referents present in the object NP, the man and the person 
respectively. Sentences (28) and (29) differ in a similar respect. 
However, these latter two can exist in a paraphrase relationship: 
sentence (29) does not convey any information not present in (28), 
and (28) explicitly supplies just that extra information described 
by the phrase the person which is "understood" in (29). If (28) and 
(29) are equivalent in meaning, and if (28) contains a greater number 
of linguistic symbols, then it must contain redundant elements. 
Furthermore, if (29) is a paraphrase of (28) and if (28) contains 
redundant elements not present in (29), then, using usual linguistic 


argumentation, it can be said that (29) derives from (28).'° This 


Or. at least it can be said that (28) and (29) both derive from the 
same source with an intermediate stage something like (28) in the 
derivation of (29). 


| 9) sosiqet sso ail 

.9m89 mozisq eT ee wo 
.edfuess (8S) somssnse nods e(VS) 03 adele antigens si 9° 
omen orw mozteq a3 wee sottA (BS) — 7 _ 


ames of sausio sit dokdw ok (@8) oAkL eeonssa9e 9%6 oxoiT ape ~ 
(8S) bas (ES) mk spo of of Ueobsmgbt .zesel 38 ehtedst ine 
.9mB9 ondw wse side's (es), > 


ada oc (@8) bas bned soo oft so (8%) bas (ES) noowied sooner 6 ir 


asw jl .1sttsil sdt nit TM sostdo Ilu3 s ws eonseds — ids et 3 . sito : 


Issey od2 Yo ftstsb edt mi tstitb (8S) bas (€S) jaar Goede be: jase 


nosieq sit bas som sty .WM tostdo sds ak sosestq atastsisi t [row b= 
-_ 


7 
a: ° .. 
.do9qeo1 xslimte s ok 1923tb (0S) bas (8S) esonetnec “toviseq 297 


:qidanotssic: sesudgsreq 6 at Jelxe aso ows is3iaal snort . Tavs owol i 
.(89) nk jnsestq ton aoliemroint yas yevaoo jon esob ces) soa r J 
bedtroesh pokismioink sx3xo jad3 yeut estiqque yistotiqzs st bas 
bas (88) #1 .(@8) ai “bootexebav" ef doieiw nostsd aft sesxdq od: a 
risdmun yotso1g 6 enisinos (8S) tt bas .gainsom at sstevtne nn 6 « co) 

-ednamsls suebaubex mis3tno> teum ti aeons ,elodave taetogat r Sei 
enkeano2 C2 it bas (88) 0 sessiqsisq 5 ek at 2 


* 


nso a3 


erdT e185) fost: ‘govixsb (2S) seca bi, od es 


|  9f2 mot? svirob dtod (@S) brs (88) dedi eer 
eda nt (8S) sAkl gaidsomoe ‘agbie statbemresn! 


“of - 


=) 


atl | 


108 


derivation is, then, brought about through the deletion of the 
redundant elements. 

If there exists a transformation to derive (29) from (28), 
then it must be ordered after the transformations which derive (28) 


from (27). The two sentences in (30) can be relativized to (31). 


(30) a. I saw the man. 


b. The dog bit the man. 
(31) I saw the man who the dog bit. 


The word order in (27 b) is subject-verb-object (SVO). As a relative 
clause in (28) this order has changed to WH + OSV. Therefore two 
changes have occurred: WH has been attached to the object NP (WH 
attachment) and the node so modified has been moved to a position 
immediately following the left member of the pair of coreferential 
NPs (WH attraction). If one of these transformations occurs, the 
other obligatorily does so too. The ungrammatical sequences in 


(32) indicate this cooperation. 


(32) a. *I saw the man the dog bit who. 


b. *I saw the man the man the dog bit. 
In addition to (31) it is possible to derive (33) and (34) from (30). 


(33) I saw the man the dog bit. 


(34) I saw who the dog bit. 


In (31) who appears in the usual WH shape. It also appears in the 


usual position of relative clauses. Therefore the transformation which 


deleted the nonrelativized coreferential NP (antecedent deletion) must 


a dee) 


ott hse urs de tt at meat 
vetnomels Insbaubs 

(88) mor? (2S) svizéb of nobsamyvotens3y 8 “om exed3 21 . 4 

(8S) avitsb dobdw sco lssmrolansy? silt zest botebae od Jeum at woda 


.(4€) 03 bestvississ od aso (0&) at essnsdnse ows efit .(%S) moxt 


_nam odd wes tT 18 (OE) 
mem ony dtd gob Sat a 


-thd gob od3 ofw nem of3 wee I (f€) 


ra 


oviisist 8 eA .(OV) saostde-drsv-sostdes at (d {S) ak 1ebro brow pond | 
owd sxolstsit .Va0 + 8M 03 begasio. esd teb10 elds (88) mt errr 

HM) Mf aoatdo sit of bedbstte need esd YM sbstxu950 oved espando 
nolsteeq s 03 bavom mosd aad betikbom o2 sbon ofa bas (snsariont38 
Islanesetexos to tisq 93 Yo =— diel eft gatwollot yiosathomet 
sfi3 ,2%uox0 Bnobismiotens 1 shies “To smo I Dias ecn shack ap WM) ott 

nk esonsupse Lsotismmstgnuu siI .003 08 asob eittossatido ro1l30 


- .notssxeqooo abit etsolbnt (SE) 


.ofw tid gob oft asm sis wee I* .8 (SE) - 


-jid gob/eda oam od3 com odd wee I* .d 


. (06) mort (Af) bow (£8) svizeb oF oldbueog et 34 (LE) 03 note tbbs’ at 


.tid gob od3 asm of? wee 1 (EE) 


[ahd gob od ofw wae I GE) 


ed3 at etacqgs osis 31 .sqale iN Iauau oda at exaogae ofits (IE) a 
doidw solsamrolenat? ef? ezotstesdT .esauslo sviiafe1 to nottheoq Isvau 


taum (nelteleb tasbe093n8) TW Isttnetste102 besivisaleimon sd3 beseleb 


109 


apply after WH attachment and WH attraction. If antecedent deletion 
(ANT-DEL) applied before the relativization transformations, there 
would be no coreferential NP: hence no WH attachment. Nor would 
there be any WH attraction because there would be nothing to attract it. 

In both (33) and (34) a repeated element has been deleted. 
This deletion is optional and may be a function of stylistic criteria. 
When nothing is deleted, one of the redundant elements in a conjoined 
set of simple sentences is relativized. Identical rules, then are 
required to derive (29) and (34) from respective pairs of simple 
sentences. Although in (29) it is the subject which relativizes 
and in (34) it is the object. 

The sentences in (35) will not form a single sentence 
with a relative clause. 

(35) a. Alice saw the dog. 

b. The horse grazed in the field. 


Attempts to do this such as (36) do not provide the same information. 
(36) Alice saw the dog that grazed in the field. 


One of the conditions of relativization stated above was that there 
must be two coreferential noun phrases. It is because this condition 
is not filled by (35) that (36) is an impossible derivative of (35). 
This point raises a problem about the identification of coreferents. 
All examples used to this point have been fairly straightforward. 
Does, however, (37) underlie (38)? 

(37) a. Alice recognized the person. 

b. The man sang. 


(38) Alice recognized the person who sang. 
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Given appropriate circumstances, it is quite likely that it does. 
Given the associated presupposition "The person is/was a man," (38) 
provides an appropriate paraphrase of (37). On the other hand, the 
person can have a referent specified as the boy, the little baby 
gtrl, the young man, the old lady, the madame, and so on. The man 
in (37 b) can also have a similar (though more restricted) range of 
possibilities. What delineates these possibilities to permit (38) 
is the extrasentential information known to the speaker and how he 
conjoins this information to the semantic and grammatical mnemonics 
present in the sentence. There are therefore at least a few features 
shared by the person and the man in (34). A grammar which can 
characterize the derivation of (38) from (37) will have access to these 
features. These features will then become formal devices, ultimately 
derived from the speaker's extensive knowledge of his world. One of 
these features will be human. 

In the pair (37) and (38) it would seem that a < + human > 
specification in the NPs in question would be sufficient to allow 
coreference. Nevertheless, sentence (40) cannot derive from (39) 


even though this condition is met. 


(39) a. The man saw the madame. 
b. The lady rang the doorbell. 


(40) The man saw the madame who rang the doorbell. 


In fact the madame and the lady share more information than < + human >. 
They are both at least < + female > and < + adult >. Relativization is 


prevented by the presence of other features, namely the presupposition 
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"A madame is not a lady." Although person can be reduced in scope to 
man or man enlarged to person, madame and lady occupy mutually exclusive 
conceptual ranges in the cultural scheme of many speakers. The 
bizarre nature of (36) "Alice saw the dog that grazed in the field" 
then results from whatever is odd about the presupposition ''dogs 
graze'' which is implied by (36). 

On the meager, but clear, evidence of these two examples 
it can be affirmed that there is a certain minimal sharing of 
features required but that the sharing is in no way a fixed quantity. 
Person is a cover term or proform for a number of individual NPs, 
and given an appropriate assumption about the identity of the object 
identified by the proform, coreference with fully specified NPs is 
possible. That is, if, given two statements one of which contains 
a proform and the other contains a noun phrase, the statement ''NP 
is a possible member of the set defined by the proform" is a true 
statement, then coreference is possible and transformations depend- 
ing upon coreference can apply. 

This hypothesis reveals that although antecedent deletion 
(ANT-DEL) apparently deletes nonrecoverable information (viz. the 
antecedent NP), that information is in fact reconstructible to a 
certain point: a surface relative pronoun with no apparent ante- 
cedent derives from a sequence of proform plus NP with a coexisting 
presupposition that NP is a possible member of the proform. It is 
the associated presupposition which is important because while man 
might refer to a large number of proform-like categories such as 


person, human being, adult male, primate and so on, lady cannot 
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refer back to a proform like madame. That the relationships involved 
in the presuppositions are intricate is shown by the fact that both 
madame and lady can refer back to person, adult female and so on but 
they cannot refer to each other. Since proforms by definition do not 
nrovide exhaustive specification of any single possible member of 

a set (i.e. they are multiply ambiguous) only the presupposition ''NP 


"must be true to allow recoverability 


is a possible member of Pro, 
of the proform. Sentences (29) "Alice saw who came" and (34) "I 


saw who the dog bit" do not therefore violate the Katz-Postal con- 


straint on meaning preservation if they derive as relatives. 


3.6 Relatives and embedded interrogatives 


Under the proform hypotheses sketched above a sentence 
like (41) could have an underlying conjunct set like (42) where LOC 


is the proform for locatives.!® 


(41) This is where he died. 
(42). a. Thi sw¥iis) LOG: 
b. He died LOC. 


This position is by no means uncontroversial. Katz and Postal (1964: 


129) attempted to extend their proposed underlying WH in interrogatives 


to relatives as well. Koutsoudas (1968:267) provides a concise state- 


ment of certain facts making such an analysis undesirable. The WH 
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words in the pairs of interrogative and relative structures in (43)-(47) 


16xoutsoudas (1968:270) uses place as a proform for locatives. 
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show identical forms and related meanings. 


(43) 


(44) 


(45) 


(46) 


(47) 


a. 


Dee 


a. 


Dre 


ae 


Who cut the pie? 

The man who came yesterday cut the pie. 
Where is the car? 

This is where I left it. 

What did Jim eat? 

He ate what we gave him. 

Which show did you see? 

We went to one whtch was good. 

When did you come home? 


We came when we were ready. 


Katz and Postal (1964:129) contend that the surface 


differences between the sentences in (48) are reflected in the P- 


markers (49), 


(48) 


(50) and (51). 


At whitch place does John drive? 
Which place does John drive at? 
At what place does John drive? 
Where does John drive? 


What place does John drive at? 
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(49) Adverb 
locative 
Preposition Noun Phrase 
Determiner Noun 
Definite 
a 
at WH the place 


at which place, which place... at (i.e. 48 a and 48 b) 


(50) Adverb 
locative 
Preposition Noun Phrase 
Determiner Noun 
Indefinite 
at WH a/some place 
at what place, what place ... at and maybe 
the place John ... (i.e. 48 c and 48 d) 
(51) Adverb 
locative 
Preposition Noun Phrase 
Determiner Noun 
Indefinite Pro 
at WH a/some_ place/where/there 


where, where ... at (i.e. 48 d) 
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That is (49) with WH attached to a definite determiner yields whtch 
(place) in surface structure, while (50) with WH attached to 
indefinite a/some yields what (place). When, as in (51), WH + 
indefinite a/some precedes a locative proform, where is derived. 


These derivations imply a distinction between (52) and (53). 


(52) a. I know the place at which John lives. 
b. That's the place at which John drives. 
(53) a. I know the place where John lives. 


b. That's the place where John drives. 


Koutsoudas (1968:270) contends that (52) and (53) are not 
different in meaning and that the implied distinction between definite 
(53) and indefinite (52) which is entailed by the Katz-Postal deriva- 
tion is mistaken. He further contends that the Katz-Postal derivation 


attributes proform status to house in (54 b). 


(54) a. Where did he die? 


b. Show me the house where he died. 


That is, if where in both (54 a) and (54 b) is derived from at + WH + 
some + place/where (i.e. 51), then relativization is only possible if 
house in the matrix clause if dominated by Pro. If it is, then all 
NPs which can be relativized in principle can have both Pro and 
independent noun status. If house is a proform, then (54 b) would 
have an underlying structure like (55). 

(55) Show me the house. He died at + WH + some + place/where. 
This structure implies that one of the possible members of the 


proform house is at + WH + some/place. Such a claim 
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is intuitively mistaken. The reverse claim that house is a member 


of the larger category some + place/where would be in keeping with 
the definition of a proform as a cover term for a number of individual- 
ly specifiable items. That is, in order for (55) to underlie (54 b) 
the associated presupposition " ‘some place’ is a member of the set 
summarized by HOUSE" must be true while the opposite presupposition 
" "house' is a member of the set SOME PLACE" is more likely to be 
true. 

Such conditions would make (56) the effective underlying 


sequence of (54 b). 


(56) Show me the house. He died at/in + WH + some + house. 


It is not possible for at/in + WH + some + house to underlie interroga- 
tive where in (54 a). Since, in order to meet the conditions of 
relativization, the underlying structure is different from that required 
for interrogatives, (51) is not the proper structure for relative where 
in (54 b), although it is for interrogative where in (54 a). Therefore, 


interrogative and relative where are not identical. 

Given the independent origins of the relative and interroga- 
tive WH words, there arises a problem about the status of WH in (49)- 
(51). The role of WH in interrogatives was to specify the questioned 
element. There seems to be no good reason, to this point, to contest 
this proposal. It is pointed out in UESP (1968:630) that WH in 
relative clauses is always predictable.?’ If WH is predictable for 


17For other arguments relating to separate origins for WH in 
interrogatives and relatives see UESP (pp.630-632). 
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relatives then it is recoverable from the surface structure. There 
is then no need to introduce a relative morpheme in underlying 
structures. Relative WH should be introduced transformationally. 
The WH of interrogatives is not, however, predictable and must be 
present in some way in the underlying structure. Relative and 
interrogative words then have separate and independent sources.?® 
It should not be surprising that relatives and interrogatives 
are unrelated. Benveniste (1957) examined relativization in Ewe, 
Tunica, Navaho, Chipewyan, Sumarian and various Indo-European 
languages. He gives no indication that relativization is in any 
way connected with interrogation. He concludes that relativization 
is in general a modifying procedure whereby a noun in what is now 
called a matrix sentence is qualified by an embedded sentence. 
Languages have various means of showing the relationship. It is clear 
that this notion of relativization is related only very remotely to 
the concept of interrogation predominating in generative transforma- 
tional linguistics, namely that a question requests the specification 
of additional (semantic) information about some unspecified element. 
The independent source for interrogative and relative 
where supports the proposed derivation of (41) "This is where he died" 
using underlying proform LOC as a locative which relativizes to 
where. This position extends to who in (34) "I saw who the dog bit." 
The claim that who in (34) is a relative is in opposition 


to Baker's (1970) position that it is an embedded interrogative word. 


187 am indebted to Gary Prideaux for discussion of these points. 
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Baker argued on the basis of six sets of examples that who in (32) 
is an embedded interrogative. The examples showed parallel behavior 
between questions and the supposedly embedded questions. Baker's 
first supporting example (p.198) is a contrast of the sentences 


(2.105 b) and (2.105 c).?9 


(2.105) a. Why did Albert buy it? 
b. Alice didn't know why Albert bought it. 


c. *Alice didn't wash why Albert bought it. 


In these examples, as in each of the others given here, the (a) 
sentence is a question and the (b) sentence is a grammatical declara- 
tive with certain superficial similarities to the interrogative (a) 
sentences. The (b) sentences contrast with the ungrammatical (c) 
sentences by those superficial features which are similar in (a) 
and (b). The conclusion then is that the (b) sentences share an 
underlying property, namely @, with the (a) sentences. 

The present position claims that why in (2.105 b) is a 
relative pronoun in the following way. The two sentences in (57) 


can be relativized to (58). 


(57) a. Alice didn't know the reason. 
b. Albert bought it for a reason. 


(58) Alice didn't know the reason why Albert bought it. 


The reason in (58) is then deleted by ANT-DEL, yielding (2.105 b). 


19The sentence numbers employed here are those used in Chapter II, 
sec. 2,8.0f this thesis. 
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If why is a relativized version of for some reason (where 
some is a proform for determiners), then the ungrammaticality of 
(2.105 c) is explained by the fact that wash cannot take reason as 
an object. 


(59) *Alice didn't wash reason. 


Similarly, each of the sets (2.106)-(2.108) can be re- 


analysed. Sentence (2.106 b) can be analysed as (60). 


(2.106) a. Whose dog did Albert buy? 
b. Alice didn't know whose dog Albert bought. 
c. *Alice didn't wash whose dog Albert bought. 
(60) a. Alice didn't know [THE IDENTITY OF SOMEBODY]. 


b. Albert bought [SOMEBODY'S] dog. 


The notation of the proform [THE IDENTITY OF SOMEBODY] in (60 a) is 
intended to indicate that Alice didn't know the identity of some par- 
ticular person specified in (60 b). (60 a) does not mean that Alice 
was not acquainted with the person in question, but rather that she was 
unaware of the relationship between that person and Albert. This 
relationship in outlined in (60 b). If this is so, then (60 b) 


modifies (60 a) in a direct way and (60) will relativize to (61). 


(61) Alice didn't know [THE IDENTITY OF SOMEBODY] whose 


dog Albert bought. 


The sequence in (61) is superficially bizarre because of the difficulty 
in English of spelling out the semantic concept related in (60 a). 
If ANT-DEL applies to (61), then grammatical (2.106 b) results. 


This derivation has the satisfying consequence of stressing 
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the ambivalent object of Alice's knowledge: she may know the person, 
or she may not, but assuredly she does not know the name of the 
person specified in (60 b), for if she did know his name, then (60 a) 
would be impossible. That is, if the person who formerly owned the 
dog was named Bill and if Alice knew that, then she would know whether 
or not she was acquainted with him and (2.106 b) would be an inappro- 


priate utterance, while (62) would be appropriate. 
(62) Alice didn't know Bill, whose dog Albert bought. 


Thus, when the object NP of the matrix clause is specified, a non- 
restrictive relative clause results. The extra information disambiguates 
the verb know in just the way (60 a) predicts. 

The ungrammaticality of (2.106 c) results from the condition 


that wash always takes a concrete noun as object, as shown in (63). 


(63) a. Alice washed her hands. 
b. Alice washed herself. 
c. *Alice washed her ideas. 
d. *Alice washed the Trinity. 


e. *Alice washed identity. 


Since identities cannot be washed, (2.106 c) is ungrammatical because 
of the co-occurrence restrictions between wash and its objects. The 
ungrammaticality is not due to whose being an interrogative word as 
it is in (2.106 a). Whose is the relative pronoun for NPs whose 
features are < + human > and < + possessive > and therefore concrete 
only when the antecedent is present, e.g. she knew whose dog it 


was. When no antecedent is present whose is always interpreted as 
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< + human > < + possessive 7, < + IDENTITY OF > and therefore < - 
concrete >, e.g. she knew whose dog it was. The same argument holds 
fOr 2.L09Nc).. 
Sentence (2.107 c) contains the underlying sentences in 
(64). 
(2.107) a. Which one did he like best? 
b. Alice didn't know which one he liked best. 
c. *Alice didn't wash which one he liked best. 
(64) a. Alice didn't know [THE IDENTITY OF a certain ONE]. 
b. He liked [a certain ONE] best. 
If the same identity relations exist in (64) as exist in (60), then 
relativization can occur. That is, if (64 b) modifies (64 a) and 
if [a certain ONE] in both parts of (64) are coreferential designa- 
tions, then a relative structure like (2.107 b) can derive from (64). 
Since (64 a) can be reformulated as "Alice didn't know the identity 
of X" it is again the result of the fact that identities cannot be 
washed that (2.107 c) is ungrammatical. 
The final set of examples in Baker's first argument is 
(Ze U8) x 
(Je L068) peace DIdeALDeL CuDUY aacd 
b. Alice didn't know whether Albert bought it. 
c. *Alice didn't wash whether Albert bought it. 
Sentence (2.107 b) contains an embedded disjunctive set of clauses 
(or sentences) which can be represented as (65). 
(65) Either Albert bought it or he he didn't buy it. 


Ross (1967) claims that the underlying structure of sentences like (65) 
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is (66). 


(66) S 


OR S } 


Albert bought it NEG Albert bought it 


Langacker (1970) argues convincingly that the sentences in (67) are 


derived transformationally, in progressive steps, from (66). 


(67) a. Either John bought it or he didn't. 


b. Either John bought it or not. 


The disjunction in (64) and (66) is a statement of two possible 


alternative situations. The alternatives are (68 a) and (68 b). 


(68) a.f John bought.it. 


b. Jonnudidn lt buy, it. 


The second alternative, (68 b), is less completely represented in 

the surface structure of (67) than it is in (64). The underlying 
presence of (68 b) is nevertheless just as certain and equally as 
clear in both (67) and (65). The disjunction signal etther must 

then carry some kind of referential or coding device to indicate that 
at least two alternatives exist and that the second of the two 
alternatives is in some way opposed to the first. It is possible to 
have more than two disjunctions but, as shown in (70), it is the 


rightmost alternative which can be most radically reduced. 


(69) Either Jill is pregnant or she isn't or I'm confused. 


(70) Either John went fishing or hunting or neither. 
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When it is reduced, the rightmost alternative takes on the form not 
etther, which becomes netther. In (70) the (n)etther refers back to 
the preceding alternatives. 

It is possible to set up a semantic or abstract category 
EITHER which is a proform representing alternatives such as those 
specified in (68). Ross' abstract disjunction morpheme OR, which is 
distributed to each of the members of the disjunctive relationship, 
is akin to this. For convenience, then EITHER and OR can be merged 
and referred to as OR. This merger is further motivated in the dis- 
cussion below. The fact that netther in (70) contains etther, which 
is a referential category for the preceding sentences, strongly 
supports the proposal that OR is a proform. The examples in (71) 


show that OR can refer to nouns, verbs and other linguistic categories. 


(71) a. Joe ate either an orange or an apple or neither. 
b. Joe either walked, or ran or neither. 


c. Joe went in or out or neither. 


Either can appear in surface structures as a grammatical 
object: 
(72) Did you like "Nicolas and Alexandra" or "Elizabeth 


R" better: LL didn't see either. 


Since etther can stand for a disjunction and can be a grammatical 
object, we claim that the proform OR appears as the object of know 


in the underlying structure of (2.108 b). The relevant portion of 
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(73) a. Alice didn't know OR. 


b. OR Albert bought it. NEG Albert bought it. 


On entirely independent grounds the underlying structure of the 
remaining portion of (2.108 b) is something like (65) (or (66)), 
given here as (73 b), in which there is also an identical occurrence 
of the proform. If these two proforms have identical referents then 
they can be relativized in the usual way. Relativized OR is whether. 

There is one problem in this analysis: the first member 
of the identical set of NPs is only marginally acceptable in 


surface structure like (74): 


(74) a. ?Alice didn't know either whether John bought it 


or not. 


An admittedly ad hoc constraint is required to delete the leftmost 
occurrence of EITHER if relativization has applied. At the same time, 


etther in surface structure is better if two whether's follow: 


(74) b. ?1 don't know either whether he swam, or whether 
he brought his boat. 


In this case two other disjunctives appear as alternates for either.”° 


Sentence (74 b), for example, would have the underlying structure (75). 


20Both (74 a) and (74 b) are completely acceptable as 
(A) John doesn't know and Alice doesn't know either... 


(B) You don't know and I don't know either... 


where etther is negative too and bears contrastive stress. 
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(75) 


pene ae , 
OR S 5 OR S S 
He swam He didn't He brought He didn't 
swim boat bring boat 


When a clause functioning as an NP is introduced by OR, the 


surface word is always whether, otherwise it is etther/or. 


(66) a. Either it is raining or the sun is shining. 
b. Tell me whether it is a good day (or not). 
c. Whether there is a Social Credit government or a 


Progressive Conservative government is irrelevant. 


This alternation between either and whether further supports the 
derivation of whether from the same source (OR) as etther. 

The ungrammaticality of (2.108 c) results from the fact 
that wash takes concrete objects, and OR is not concrete since its 
members are linguistic constructs like "verb", "sentence" and so on. 
It, however, is possible to have sentences like (77), an apparent 
counterexample to this claim. 

(77) a. Harry bought a green shift and a brown jacket. 

b. Alice didn't wash either. 


If (77 b) is the part of a discourse which follows (77 a) and if the 
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intended message is that Alice didn't wash either the green shirt 

or the brown jacket specified in (77 a), then (77 b) is grammatical. 
The referents of etther are concrete. The abstract nature of con- 
ceptual alternatives in (2.108) is the conditioning factor preventing 
(2.108 cc). 

Baker's first argument in support of embedded interrogatives 
is therefore not completely unassailable and is open to alternative 
interpretations using rules which are all required independently in 
a grammar of English. One possible exception to independent motivation 
is the antecedent deletion transformation which is motivated by the 


overlapping of (78). 


(78) a. This is the garden that I planted last month. 
b. This is what I planted last month. 


c. This is the thing that I planted last month. 


These three sentences have partially overlapping meanings. One reading 
of (78 b) could be (78 a) while another reading of (78 b) could be 
(78 c). They are however, distinct because while (78 b) can be 


derived from (79), (78 a) must be derived from (80). 


(79) This is [THE THING]. 
I planted [THE THING] last month. 
(80) This is the garden. 


I planted the garden last month. 


While the garden can be a member of the set THE THING (78 a) presents 
detail which would be unrecoverable from (78 b) if (78 b) derived from 
(78 a). On the other hand, there is no such loss from (78 c) to 


(78 b) (although by its very indeterminate nature thing in (78 c) is 
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open to a virtually infinite number of readings). ANT-DEL is 
therefore well motivated. 

Therefore, all of the examples Baker uses as his first 
argument can be analysed as relatives rather than as embedded 
interrogatives. 

Baker's second argument was that the cleft versions of 
sentences embedded after know were possible but that the corresponding 


sentence with wash was not. It is possible to analyse (2.109 b) into 


relative clauses. 
(2.109) a. What was it that Albert bought? 
b. Alice didn't know what it was that Albert 
bought. 
c. *Alice didn't wash what it was that Albert 
bought. 


The basic sentences are those in (81). 


(81) a. Alice didn't know [THE IDENTITY OF THE THING]. 
Ce Leewase thee thine |. 


c. Albert bought [THE THING]. 


If (81 b) and (81 c) contain coreferential object NPs it is possible 
to derive sentence (82) from them. This leaves (83) as the residue 
Of.USl). 

(82) It was the thing that Albert bought. 

(83) a. Alice didn't know [THE IDENTITY OF THE THING]. 


b. It was [THE THING] that Albert bought. 


The sentences in (75) can in turn be relativized to (84). 
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(84) Alice didn't know [THE IDENTITY OF THE THING] that 
it was that Albert bought. 
A slight complication of the analysis is required here to 
properly derive (2.109 b) from (84). The sentences in (85) all 


contain relative clauses in which a nonhuman object has been relativized. 


(85) a. John saw the thing that Albert bought. 
b. Alice ate something that Albert bought. 


c. Mary washed the thing that Albert bought. 


ANT-DEL cannot apply to these sentences in the straightforward fashion 
implied when it was introduced above. If it were to so apply, then 


ungrammatical sentences like those in (86) would result. 


(86) a. *John saw that Albert bought. 
b. *Alice ate that Albert bought. 
c. *Mary washed that Albert bought. 


When the antecedents of (85) are deleted, only (87) can result. 


(87) a. John saw what Albert bought. 
b. Alice ate what Albert bought. 
c. Mary washed what Albert bought. 
ANT-DEL must therefore be modified to convert all nonhuman relatives 
to what. This modification can be carried out through a three step 
process, as shown in the derivation (88). 
(88) a. John saw the thing. Albert bought the thing. 
b. John saw the thing whitch Albert bought. 
c. John saw that which Albert bought. 


d. John saw what Albert bought. 
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It is this modified antecedent deletion transformation which operates 
upon (84) to yield (2.109 b). 

The ungrammatical (2.109 c) is the result of an embedded 
cleft rather than an embedded interrogative. A cleft sentence 
functions to identify some qualities of an indefinite proform. 

For example, in (89) the indeterminate tt is specified later in the 


sentence. This sentence derives from a sequence like (90). 


(89) It was an elk that Albert saw. 
(SO)gea. LE was, aneelke 


b. Albert saw an elk. 


The zt of (90) presumably exists as a proform referring to some con- 
textually determined concept. The utterance of (89) is intended to 
supply appropriate clues as to the identity of the object of Albert's 
perceptions. 

Similarly the pseudo-cleft sentences in (91) and (92) also 


supply identifying information about Albert's perceptions. 


(91) What Albert saw was a Canada Jay. 


(92) What it was that Albert saw was a Clark's Nutcracker. 


These two sentences have the underlying structures (93) and (94) 


respectively. 


(93) a. Albert saw [SOME THING]. 

b. [SOME THING] was a Canada Jay. 
(94) a. It was [SOME THING]. 

b. Albert saw [SOME THING). 


c. [SOME THING] was a Clark's Nutcracker. 
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The pseudo-clefts differ from clefts in having a proform as the 
subject of an embedded clause which is relativized. The two types 
do not however differ in their general functional purpose: the 
elaboration of information about some previously unidentified 
object. 
As a contrast to (91) and (92), there are sentences like 
(95) and (96) which specifically disregard the identity of the object. 
(95) a. Whatever Albert saw doesn't matter, it's gone. 
b. Whatever party won is irrelevant.*? 
(96) a. Whatever it was that Albert saw is gone. 
b. Whatever it was that Albert bought he lost it. 
In this connection note that -ever inserted to (2.109 c) makes it 


grammatical: 
(97) Alice didn't wash whatever it was that Albert bought. 


The source of -ever in these sentences is unclear. Whatever the 
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source, -ever specifically removes the abstract character by deliberately 


ignoring the identity of the referent of what. The resulting 
structure may not be a cleft at all. 

Since -ever modifies the abstract character of pseudo-cleft 
what, and since -ever inserted into (2.109 c) makes it grammatical, 
it can be concluded that (2.109 c) is ungrammatical because of the 
abstract character of one of its elements, namely what. If clefts 
*IlThere are also sentences like (C) which are interpreted in a similar 


way. 
(C) Whatever Albert saw was a Canada Jay. 


This sentence can mean that Albert ignored the particular identity of 
the object which he saw and called it a Canada Jay no matter whether 
it was actually one or not. 
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are expansions of abstract proforms,and if an embedded cleft is the 
object of a verb, then the immediate underlying object of the verb 
can only be the abstract proform. Since wash cannot take abstract 
proform objects, (2.109 c) is ungrammatical. A putative derivation 


of (2.109 cc) would be (9s). 


(98) a. “Alice didn't wash [IT]; 
b. [IT] was [SOME THING] .22 


c. Albert bought [SOME THING]. 


(2,109). cy. Alice didn't wash what it was that Albert 


bought. 


Baker's third argument was that else can appear in inter- 


rogatives and after know but not after wash: 


(2.110) a. What else did Albert buy? 
b. Alice didn't know what else Albert bought. 


c. *Alice didn't wash what else Albert bought. 


Sentence (99) is a paraphrase of (2.110 b). 
(99) Alice didn't know what other thing Albert bought.*? 


In the following sentences else is interchangeable with other. ** 


*2The notation here is more exact than it is in (81 b). The difference 
reflects the intervening observations concerning the function of clefts 
and not a fundamental change of position. The abbreviation of [IT] is 

still intended to reflect 'the identity' of some unspecified object. 


*3The singularity of thing here is not important. The contextual 
information would specify number in some way so that both else and 
thing have equi-number referents. 
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?"In the change from the (a) to the (b) versions here, the modified noun 


(thing, person, animal, etc.) is attached to the determiner and is 
lost as an overt unit in the interrogative. 
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(100) a. Give me some other thing. 
b. Give me something else. 
(101) a. What other person came? 
b. Who else came? 
(102) a. What other thing did Arthur buy? 
b. What else did Arthur buy? 
(103) a. I saw some other person. 
b. I saw someone else. 
(104) a. Jane and another person came. 
b. Jane and someone else came. 
(105) a. Give me what other thing you have in your hand. 


b. Give me what else you have in your hand. 


In all of the sentences the modified noun is a proform. 
It is not possible to substitute else for other if the modified NP 
is specified as a particular instantiation of the proform. 
(106) a. Jane and some other girl came. 
b. *Jane and some-girl else came. 
(107) a. I saw some other man. 
b. *I saw some-man else. 
(108) a. What other shirt did Arthur buy? 
b. *What-shirt else did Arthur buy? 
Against this background the sentences in (2.110) became 
transparent. The underlying sentences for (2.109 b) are (109). 
(109) a. Alice didn't know [THE IDENTITY OF SOME other 
THING]. 


b. Albert bought [SOME other THING]. 
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The other in (109) can either be retained into the relative structure 


(110), or it can be exchanged for else to yield (2.110 b). 


(110) Alice didn't know what other thing Albert bought. 


Since what in (2.110 c) would derive from an abstract NP of identity 
[SOME other THING], (2.110 c) is ungrammatical. 


Baker's fourth argument derived from the sentences in (2.111). 


(2.111) a. What was given to whom? 
b. Alice didn't know what was given to whom. 
c. *Alice didn't wash what was given to whom. 
These sentences differ from the preceding ones only by the presence 
of unspecified whom. The ungrammaticality of (2.111 c) cannot 
therefore be attributed to the status of what as an interrogative word. 
What Alice doesn't know in (2.111 b) is the system of 
indices that relates what and whom. She may well know the identities 
of all of the objects as well as the identities of all persons who 
received these objects. She does not know how the two sets are 
paired. It is the pairings (index system) which are the object of 


know in (2.111 b): 


(111) a. Alice didn't know [THE PAIRINGS]. 


b. Somebody gave [SOME THINGS] to [SOME PERSONS]. 


If "Harry" occurs as the direct object of (2.111 c), the sentence 
is grammatical because the object of wash is then only that specific 


object which is paired with "Harry". 
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Since all of the examples of (2.113) in Baker's fifth 
argument are ungrammatical it is difficult to evaluate the point 


(except that it is weak). 


(2.113) a. ?What that was new and different did Albert 
buy for Alice. 
b. ?Alice didn't know what that was new and 
different Albert bought for her. 
c. *Alice didn't wash what that was new and 


different Albert bought for her. 


If the relative clause in the sentences of (2.113) is permuted to the 


end of the sentence, a grammatical sentence results in each case: 


(112) a. What did Albert buy for Alice that was new and 
different? 
b. Alice didn't know what Albert bought for her 
that was new and different. 
c. Alice didn't wash what Albert bought for her that 


was new and different. 


The ungrammaticality of (2.113) probably therefore derives exclusively 
from the repositioning of the relative clauses. 
The relative clause analysis of (2.113 b) proposes the 
following sentence units: 
(113) a. Alice didn't know [SOMETHING]. 
b. Albert bought [SOMETHING] for her. 


c. [SOMETHING] was new and different. 


If [SOMETHING] in (113 a) is an unknown (unspecified) object about 
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which (113 b) and (113 c) are true statements, then (2.113 b) 


can be derived via the following steps: 


(114) a. Alice didn't know [SOMETHING]. 
b. Albert bought [SOMETHING] for her that was new 
and different. 
c. Alice didn't know what Albert bought for her 


that was new and different. 


The repositioning of the relative clauses to derive (2.113 b) 
then juxtaposes tworelative pronouns, thereby making the sentence un- 
grammatical. The same conditions apply to (2.113 c).?° 

The final argument offered by Baker is that (2.114 b) is 


grammatical while (2.114 c) is not. 


(2.114) b. Alice didn't know the answer to the question: 
What did Albert buy? 
c. *Alice didn't wash the answer to the question: 


What did Albert buy? 


The presence of answer is presumably a manifestation of an underlying 


interrogative marker and (2.114 b) is a paraphrase of (115). 
(115) Alice didn't know what Albert bought. 


Since answers cannot, under normal circumstances, be washed, it is 


2°The interrogative in (2.113 a) may be ungrammatical because of the 
relative clause immediately following the multiply ambiguous WH word. 
This aspect of the problem is unclear. If the (b) and (c) versions 
have a common source for their ungrammaticality which is distinct 
from that of (a), we could adopt Baker's strategy and use this 
parallel as a counterargument to Baker's own analysis. 
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not surprising that (2.114 c) is ungrammatical.*® 

Therefore it is possible to show that all of the examples 
which Baker uses to derive his contention that so-called embedded 
interrogatives derive from underlying questions are interpretable as 
relative structures. Furthermore the ungrammatical sequences which 
form part of his argument are ungrammatical because of co-occurrence 
restrictions on verbs and objects. Since the relative clause analysis 
permits statement of these restrictions, it is preferred over the 
embedded interrogative analysis. The following section discusses 
the index system of interrogatives and presents an alternative solu- 
tion which completes the re-analysis of sentences like "What did you 
say that Albert bought?" 

As was shown in Chapter II, section 2.10, Langacker 
refuted Baker's general claims for a segmental @. The second part 
of Baker's proposal was that a system of indices was required to link 
specific elements in an underlying syntactic sequence to the @ 
morpheme. Langacker (1969) supported this system of indices (but 
linked them to an abstract performative interrogative morpheme 


ASK. ) 


?®Crammars should not be expected to evaluate as grammatical a 
sentence which reflects possibilities outside the realm of the 
cultural experiences of the speakers. 

It is, however, possible to imagine a set of circumstances in 
which (2.114 c) would be grammatical. Assume that a number of answers 
to questions had been written out on pieces of paper. Through 
appropriate extraneous circumstances some of these pieces of paper 
were thrown into a washing machine with the laundry and some were 
not. Then, someone might say (2.114 c) is an acceptable sentence. 
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The prime sentence in support of an index system was 


C2 eZ 3p 


(2.123) Who remembers where we bought which book? 
The allegedly ambiguous nature of the question is revealed in the two 


possible answers: 


(2.124) John and Martha remember where we bought 
which book. 
(2.125) John remembers where we bought the physics 
book and Martha and Ted remember where we bought 


the Wizard of Oz. 


The index system assumed that where in (2.123.) was an 
interrogative word. Under the relative analysis offered in section 
3.5, where is a locative relative pronoun derived from the following 
sentences. 

(116) a. Who remembers [THE IDENTITY OF THE LOC]. 

b. We bought the book [at THE LOC]. 
These two sentences will yield "Who remembers where we bought the 
book?", but not "whtch book." The two interpretations (2.124) 
and (2.125) of the scope of where can be seen as a function of what- 
ever elements of number are associated with [THE LOC]. If [THE LOC] 
has presuppositional plurality, then there is no reason to suspect 


that there should be a unique relation between it and book. If there 


?7This sentence was given by Baker. See section 2.9 of Chapter 
II. Langacker uses the same question. 
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is a presupposition which states 'we bought books at several locations', 
then where can refer individually to each of them. The statement 

"THE LOC is plural' is attached to such a presupposition. If [THE LOC] 
is plural, then book must also be plural because one does not usually 
buy the same book (token) at more than one place. 

The phrase which book is necessarily ambiguous. The 
ambiguity is made clear if contrastive stress is added to whtch in 
(2.123), thereby emphasizing the singularity of book. If, on the 
other hand, there is no contrastive stress present, then either (2.124) 
or (2.125) are acceptable answers. Therefore given (2.125), whitch 
book in (2.123) can have a plural referent. 

It is therefore important to understand the source of this 
ambiguity. A question like (2.123) is a request for information 
about the identity of some person (or persons) such that the person 
is capable of pairing locations at which books were purchased with 
books which were purchased. It does not request that locations be 
specified. Nor does it request that the books be identified. A 
possible appropriate answer to (2.123) is "I do." Therefore the 
only questioning element in (2.123) is who. All other indeterminacy 
derives from the multiply ambiguous nature of words like where and 
whtch. Even the most definite expression like (117) has, potentially, 


an infinite number of referents: 


(117) I know which red covered paperback introductory 


linguistics book you are referring to. 


Then, if which book is infinitely ambiguous and if where, 
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the relative derived from a proform like LOC, and hence ambiguous, 
is also open to a variety of interpretations, then various pairings 
of these two ambiguous elements should be possible. The ambiguity 
of (2.123) results, then, not from a series of distinct ranges in 
scope of an interrogative morpheme, but from internal potential 
plurality of the unspecified elements involved. The pairing 
mechanism is outside the realm of grammars as sketched earlier 
in this chapter: it has to do with intrinsic knowledge of the 
speaker about the linguistic and extragrammatical contextual informa- 
LLOn. 

The source of whtch book is unclear. It is not an 
interrogative as was shown above and there is no obvious way in which 
it can be derived as a relative clause. The series of statements 


in (118) provide an appropriate resumé of the value of (2.123). 


(118) a. Q WH + SOME ONE 
b. Q WH + SOME ONE remembers [THE IDENTITY OF 
SOME BOOK]. 


c. We bought BOOK at LOC. 


If the alleged ambiguity of (2.123) revealed in the distinction 
between (2.124) and (2.125) were to be upheld, then it can only 

derive from the interpretation of who. The fact that John and Martha 
in (2.124) both remember where all the books were bought is a function 
of their individual memories and not a result of the syntactic 
structure of the question. Similarly the fact that John remembers 


one set of facts and that Ted and Martha remember another (in (2.125)) 
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is not related to the syntax of the question in any way. The series 
in (118) allows for precisely these interpretations. 

It might be possible, then that (118) as an approximate 
underlying structure could allow relativization of SOME BOOK to 


whtch book in the same way that LOC relativizes to where: 


(119) Q WH + SOME ONE remembers which book we bought at 


LOC. 


The string (119) would then be an intermediate stage derived from 
the coalescence of (118 b) and (118 c). Solution to the dilemma of 
whteh book is not however crucial to a rejection of an index system 
of the type posited by Baker and Langacker in the underlying struc- 
CuUresore (2.123). 

Furthermore, a question like (120) illustrates that no 


indexing exists in the underlying structure. 
(120) Where did we buy which book? 


The question is a request for an indexing system to be assigned to two 
(or more) lists of locations and books. The indexing then would allow 
for pairing. Answers like those in (121) are what are anticipated by 
the speaker of (120). 
(121) a. We bought the blue book in London. 
b. We bought the red book in Peking. 
c. We bought the black book in Stockholm. 
The scope of the interrogative word in (2.123) can be 
defined independently of its relationship to the interrogative 


morpheme. The ambiguities of features like number are independently 
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accounted for. The distribution of the semantic content of a sentence 
initial interrogative morpheme to NPs lower in the P-marker does not 
therefore depend upon a system of differential indices. As Katz and 
Postal (1964) demonstrated, and as all subsequent investigations except 
Kuroda (1969) have accepted, NPs in underlying structures have to be 
marked in order for interrogative distribution to occur at all. An 
underlying @, an abbreviation for the semantic indefiniteness 
characteristic of questions, and an underlying WH morpheme, an 
abbreviatory device required to attract @ to some NP, accomplish 

these functions satisfactorily. 

Langacker's (1969) abstract performative verb ASK with the 
indexed feature OP is a functional equivalent of a @ + WH notation. 
Langacker offers no independent support for the prior value of 
performative verbs like ASK over @. Performatives introduce extra- 
syntactic information relevant to the production of sentences by 
Speakers. There is evidence that performatives as currently conceived 
are inadequate devices for uniting the subcomponents of a grammar of 
usage. Indices are not required to differentiate among the NPs which 
are questioned in a single tree. Each of the NPs independently 
has sufficient feature attributes to distinguish it from each of the 
other NPs in the tree so that an additional index is redundant. The 
function of the index then can only be to distribute the semantic 
information putatively resident in ASK and abbreviated as OP, an 
interrogative operator. The same function was performed by the Katz- 


Postal @ + WH. 


One of Langacker's concerns with the Katz-Postal analysis 
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was that sentences like (122) would have a semantic interpretation like 
(12306 

(122). I. wonder whether I will finish in time. 

(123) I wonder I request that you answer will I finish in 

time. 

An analysis which derives whether as relativized OR avoids 
the problem. However, even if whether in (122) were an interrogative 
word it is still the case that the performative reading of Q is 
merely an attempt to specify the type of semantic content that Q 
might have. Its imposition into surface structures like (123) is 
misguided. At the SAN eeL Ine it can easily be demonstrated that an 
indexed operator feature attached to ASK produces similarly distorted 
semantic readings when imposed on surface structures. 

Since ASK occurs in a structure like ASK I you it is 
reasonable, though admittedly teleological at this point, to loosely 
characterize a particular index as a manifestation (representational 
facsimile) of ASK I you. ASK I you becomes I ask you in surface 
structures. Langacker's system would presumably present an analysis 
of (122) with the index (k) attached to the node which dominates 
whether. The anomalous sequence (124) is then a paraphrase of (122) 


and is obviously as bizarre as (123). 
(124) I wonder I ask you will I finish this in time. 


If the ASK and the @ + WH proposals are functionally 
equivalent the selection of one over the other is evident. The @ + 


WH notation does not obfuscate the issue with complex and unnecessary 
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notational gimmicks. It merely provides semantic qualities and 
locates their occurrence in nodes in trees. This mechanistic 


simplicity makes it the clear choice over ASK. 


3.8 Conclusion 


This chapter has continued the examination of the status of 
the interrogative morpheme begun in Chapter II. Because of the 
general impossibility of accurately (or even approximately) formulat- 
ing a performative statement which introduced presuppositional 
information into the underlying structure of sentences, performatives 
will be discarded in general. Necessary presuppositional information 
will be assumed to be present in those instances in which it is 
required for syntactic purposes. 

Because of the exclusion of performatives, interrogatives 
are marked in underlying structure by a morpheme @. This morpheme 
has the semantic effect "this sentence is a question". Relevant 
syntactic operations take place in the environment of @. Sentences 
may also contain a special morpheme WH attached to one or more 
nodes. When WH is present it has the value "this node is indeter- 
minate and is the focus of the question intent.'' The morpheme Q 
cannot have segmental status since it never has surface realizations. 
It is never attached directly to any category node other than S. 
Since the scope of @ is the entire sentence and since WH provides 
the focus for particular elements, there is no need to posit a 


separate indexing system to define the scope of @. An indexing 
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system would be a functional equivalent of this dual morphemic 
structure. 

This chapter also examined so-called embedded interrogatives 
and concluded that they are better thought of as relative clauses. As 
relative clauses, they can no longer be used to argue either for or 
against performative @ or segmental @. The alternative analysis of 
embedded interrogatives provides a satisfactory explanation for the 


ambiguous sentence: ~*® 


(125) What did you say that Albert bought? 


Three readings of (125) can be seen in the contexts of 
(126050 (127) and (128): 
(126) The person designated as "you" in (125) said 

"Albert bought an X."' The hearer, unsure of the 

identity of X, then says (125). 

(127) "You" in (125) said something which was noteworthy 
for some reason. This statement was then printed 
up on leaflet sheets which could be purchased. 

"You" had made several "published" statements which 
were each available as individual sayings. Albert 
bought one (or more) of these sheets and the speaker 
of (125) wants to know which one(s) it was. 

(128) "You'’ in (125) said something and Albert was gullible 


enough to believe it. 


*8This sentence was originally pointed out to me by G. D. Prideaux as 
an apparent counter-example to this analysis. 
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The underlying structures of (125) for each of (126)-(128) vary in 
just the right ways to account for the differences. In (126) the 
what derives from the underlying object of bought. Therefore (129) 


is the underlying sequence. 


(129) @ you said [WH + SOMETHING]. 


Albert bought [WH + SOMETHING]. 
The declarative equivalent (i.e. absence of @ and WH) of (129) would be: 


(130) You said [SOMETHING]. 


Albert bought [SOMETHING]. 


If SOMETHING in both strings in (130) is coreferential, then 


relativization and ANT-DEL occur to produce (igi 
(131) You said what Albert bought. 


When @ and WH are present, the same basic derivation takes place except 
that the WH word what, which derives from the underlying object, is 


moved to sentence initial position. 


(132) a. @ you said [WH + SOMETHING] Albert bought 
[ SOMETHING ] . 


b. Relativization > 


@ you said [WH + SOMETHING] that Albert bought. 
c. WH word formation > 
@ you said what that Albert bought. 


d. Wi movement > 


*2say is a verb which allows abstract objects, cf. "John said the 
creed." 
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@ what you said that Albert bought. 
e. SAI, @ deletion, morphophonology > 


What did you say that Albert bought. 


The underlying structure of (125) on the reading (127) will 
be (133). 
(133) Underlying structures: 
@ you said [WH + SOME THING] Albert bought [SOME 


THING]. 


The difference between [WH + SOMETHING] in (132) and [WH + SOME 
THING] in (133) is that in the latter it is the determiner which 
is being questioned, whereas in the former it is the identity of the 
whole noun phrase. Hence the distinction between a proform for the 
NP and a composite proform for the determiner + NP sequence is 
required: 
(134) a. Underlying structure: 
Q you said [WH + SOME THING] [Albert bought 
SOME THING]. 
b. Relativization > 
@ you said [WH + SOME THING] that Albert bought. 
c. WH word formation > 
@ you said what (thing) that Albert bought. 
d. WH movement > 
@ what you said that Albert bought. 
e. SAI, @ deletion, morphophonology > 


What did you say that Albert bought? 


The derivation of (125) for the reading (128) will be the 
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same as (134) except that the verb buy will have a different 
(idiomatic) meaning. 

Since the system of @ + WH, and embedded relatives provides 
appropriate derivations and also disambiguates ambiguous sentences in 
just the desirable ways, we can conclude that it is a satisfactory 


descriptive tool. 
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CHAPTER IV 
FRENCH INTERROGATIVES: INTONATION AND YNQ 
4.0 Introduction 


This chapter begins the analysis of question formation in 
French. There are three types of YNQ which have overt structural 
markings in French’: intonation, inversion and est-ce que questions, 
illustrated by the sentence pairs (1)-(3). 

(1)? =aw wr livvient. 

He is coming. 
Doble vient? 
Is he coming? 
(2); Vaem ell’ est venu. 
He came. 
b. Est-il venu? 
Did he come? 

(3) a. Elles sont venues. 

They (fem.) came. 
b. Est-ce qu'elles sont venues? 
Did they come? 

This chapter treats intonation questions (IQ) and outlines 
recent proposals for treating IQ as special derivatives of underlying 
conjunctive sequences. These proposals have inherent weaknesses 
There is a fourth type discussed by Zwanenburg (1965:61) which 
depends upon the discourse environment to be interpreted as interrogatives. 


This work is restricted to an analysis of those questions with some 
sentence internal mark indicating that they are interrogatives. 
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relating to the nature of deletion (structure destroying) transforma- 
tions, the preservation of meaning and the nature of identical 
constituents. Intonation is held to be a phenomenon interacting with 


underlying semantic and paralinguistic factors as well as with 


phonological features. 


4.1 Intonation questions 


In the IQ (1 b), the word order does not differ from that 
of the corresponding declarative. Use of rising intonation is a 
regular interrogative process in French and applies to any grammatical 
sentence, as illustrated in (4) - (5). 
(4) a. Votre mére est malade. 
Your mother is sick. 
b. Votre mére est malade? 
Is your mother sick? 
(5) a. Les trois chevaliers ont tué douze paiens. 
The three knights killed twelve pagans. 
rh oka 


b. Les trois chevaliers ont tué douze paiens?? 


Did the three knights kill twelve pagans? 


42) Intonation questions and conjunction -- Langacker's proposal 


Katz and Postal (1964) derived rising intonation of YNQ 


in English by post-posing the segmental @ when no WH was present 


*The notation“ is only an approximation. An approximate notation 
\ is used for falling intonation. Refinements and details are 


discussed in sections 4.4 and 4.5. 
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(p05 eer4) >. Morphophonemic rules operated upon this @ to produce 
the appropriate intonation contour (p.11l1). @ was deleted by a 
special rule if it was not moved to sentence final position. 

This analysis runs into difficulties on two levels. First, 
the two syntactic rules, @ postposing and @ deletion are both ad hoc 
in that they are invoked solely for the purpose of dealing with a 
particular set of sentences. The transformations involved are not 
required to derive any other types of sentences (i.e. are not 
independently motivated). However, @ deletion will be required in 
one form or another because the question morpheme never appears in 
surface structures. Second, subjecting an abstract morpheme like @ to 
transformational permutation is inconsistent with its general status 
as a sentence-type marker and trigger for transformational processes 
like WH-shift and SAI. In this role it provides the abstract semantic 
environment "interrogative" and should not be subject to the operations 
of syntactic processes. The underlying position of an abstract 
marker in a left-right string is a matter of notational convenience 
within the descriptive system and is not subject to overt observation. 
There can be no general motivation for permuting any marker which is 
entirely abstract since such a marker by definition does not appear in 
surface structure. There can therefore be no systematic alternations 
of position to motivate a permutation transformation. Analyses which 
depend upon such transformations are therefore ill begotten. Since the 


Katz-Postal analysis fits this category a modified means of deriving 


3The WH of sentence adverbial had been deleted by T3. For brief 
discussion see above section 2.5. 
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the intonation in sentences like b. in (4) and (5) is required. 
Langacker (1970)* argues that rising intonation of YNQ 

derives from their source as conjoined structures. Katz and Postal 
derive sentences like (7) and (8) from structures containing only 
one clause, namely (6). 

(6) # + either/or Herschel is home #. 

(7) Either Herschel is home, or not. 

(8) Either Herschel is home, or he isn't home. 
Langacker points out that under this analysis (7) and (8) require 
transformational insertion of both the second clause (conjunct) and 
NEG. Such transformational insertions were precisely what Katz and 
Postal were arguing against. That is, the notion of recoverability 
precludes meaning alterations by transformations and NEG changes the 
meaning of a sentence to which it is attached®. Langacker also points 
out Ross' findings (1967) that OR (the abbreviation of the suppletive 
form etther~or)® behaves like the conjunction AND and should there- 
fore be considered as a conjunction. If OR is a conjunction, then 


sentences like (9), which contain non-identical conjuncts, are 


*Langacker (1970) is a slightly modified version of Chapter III of 
Langacker (1969b). Langacker rejects Stockwell's (1960) proposal that 
question intonation be associated with the SAI rule since sentences 
like (A) undergo SAI but are not questions, and because sentences like 
(B) are questions but do not undergo SAI. 


(A) Never again will whooping cranes grace our prairies. 
(B) You cultivated a nettle? 


"Tag questions like "isn't he?", "don't they?" and "aren't we?" are 
exceptions to this principle in that they solicit agreement, confirma- 
tion or acknowledgement. The French tag question device '"n'est-ce pas?" 
has the same general function. Tag questions are not dealt with in 

this thesis and the role of the negative element is left unexamined. 


®See Ross (1967:89) and above Chapter II, 2.5. 
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structurally related to sentences like (7) and (8). 

(9) Either birds eat worms, or eagles chase snakes. 

Using conjunction OR Langacker posits the underlying struc- 
ture of (7) and (8) as (10) (p.147), replacing Katz and Postal's (6). 

(10) (OR (Herschel is home) (NEG (Herschel is home))) 

All of the transformations required to derive (7) from (10) 
are well motivated. The first transformation is conjunction distribu- 
tion which attaches OR to each of the S nodes, to yield (11). 


(11) (OR (Herschel is home) (OR (NEG (Herschel is home)))) 
S S 


ie) oye e371 

Although conjunction distribution apparently builds structure by 
attaching a node to the S on the right, the configuration with an OR 
as the left-most member implies a dominance of the entire sequence by 
OR and there is no meaning change. Conjunction distribution is 
motivated by surface structure representatives of OR. On the other 
hand, @ postposing (a la Katz Postal) has no consistent reflection 
in surface intonation, as is demonstrated below and is therefore less 
well motivated. 

Negative placement and various morphophonological processes 
could apply to (11) to yield the surface structure (12). 

(12) Either Herschel is home, or Herschel isn't home. 
However, sentences like (12) are usually avoided by pronominalizing 
the second occurrence of an identical NP, so that (8) would derive 
from (11). Sentence (7) is synonymous with (8). The difference in 
surface aerudetre between (8) and (7) is that in the latter the 


second conjunct is deleted. Therefore a conjunct deletion transforma- 


tion is required. Conjunct deletion applies before NEG placement 
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because if NEG is attached to the auxiliary, the conjuncts are 
not identical and some ad hoc means of extracting NEG from the second 
conjunct would be necessary. 
In summary form the derivations by these transformations are 
shown in (13). 
(13) a. Underlying representations: 
OR (Herschel is home) (NEG (Herschel is home) ) 
b. Conjunction distribution > 
OR (Herschel is home) (OR (NEG (Herschel is home))) 
c. Conjunct deletion (optional) > 
OR (Herschel is home) (OR (NEG) ) 
d. NEG Placement > 
OR (Herschel is home) (OR (Herschel is not home)) 
e. Pronominalization > 
OR (Herschel is home (OR (He is not home))) 


f. Morphophonology > 


he isn't 


Either Herschel is home, or eae ao 


} (home) 


The alternatives in (13 £) depend upon whether or not conjunct deletion 

applies. If conjunct deletion applies, then NEG placement (13 d) cannot 
apply. This implies the possible derivation either through stages 

(13 a-b-c-f) or through stages (13 a-b-d-e-f). Home is optional in (f) 


under general conditions of optional deletion of equivalent nodes.’ 


7Equivalent node deletion accounts for the alternating pairs (C) and (D): 
(C a) John is swimming and Joan is swimming too. 
b) John is swimming and Joan is too. 
(D a) The dog is eating and the cat is eating too. 
b) The dog is eating and the cat is too. 
(D b) can also reduce to "The dog is eating and so is the cat." For 
some discussion of a similar construction see Bouton (1969). 
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In conjunctive sentences like (7) and (8), the first 
conjunct may bear rising intonation and the second may have falling. 
Langacker proposes that this fact can be exploited in assigning 


rising intonation to YNQ by deriving YNQ from the first conjunct 


in a conjunctive structure like (10). That is, he sees a parallel 
between rising intonation on nonfinal clauses and rising intonation 
on YNQ and tries to capture the 'generality' by deriving the two 
types of sentences from similar underlying sources, namely 
conjunctives. This requires inclusion of @ in the underlying 


structure in sentence initial position, and the attachment 


of WH to OR. The latter attachment produces the structure WH + OR 
and the whole complex is distributed by the conjunction distribution 
transformation to each of the conjunctive nodes. The underlying 
structure (14) will then underlie the sentences (15)-(17). 

(14) Q WH + OR (Herschel is home) (NEG (Herschel is home) ) 

(15) Is Herschel home or isn't he (home)? 

(16) Is Herschel home, or not? 

(17) Is Herschel home? 
In addition to the rules required for the derivations in (13), both a 
WH + OR deletion rule and an or not deletion rule are required. Both 
rules are ad hoc and the analysis of YNQ as first members in disjunc- 
tive sets relies upon the credibility of these rules. The WH + OR 
deletion rule is required to prevent whether from appearing initially 
in both conjuncts in surface structure. The or not deletion rule 
is required to derive (17) from an intermediate stage like (16). If 
the intonation of a YNQ like (17) is to be assigned in the same way 


as in (13)-(16), then intonation assignment must occur before 
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or not deletion. Otherwise the or not deletion rule could apply 
and delete the environment of first conjunct rising intonation. 
This ordering requirement can only be interpreted as demonstrating 
that some phonological rules must apply prior to some syntactic 


operations. °® 


French offers the following sequence of sentences illustrat- 


ing conjoined structures in various stages of reduction. ? 


(18) 


NEG S 


(19) Ou (elle vient) (NEG (elle vient)) 
ee 6 ‘\ 
(20) Ou elle vient ou elle ne vient pas. 


Bp ae AE ee 
(21) Ou elle vient ou non. 


SLangacker observes in footnote 6 (p.160) that in the light of this 
requirement: 


It is tempting to speculate that this may in some way be 
connected with the observation that children learn intona- 
tion patterns before they master other phonological and 
Syntactic phenomena. 


Such speculation may be premature at this time. 


°In his 1965 analysis, Langacker proposed that interrogative intonation 
in French be derived in much the same way as in the Katz-Postal analy- 
sis of English. In addition to the criticisms against such an analy- 
sis in principle, sentence (E) does not always have rising intonation. 


(E) Elle aime qui? 
Who does she love? 
Since Langacker's formative WH, similar to the Katz-Postal Q, and the 
signal for an intonation high, appears in sentence final position (in 
qut), it is clear that his analysis is untenable. The application 
of the conjunction proposal to French data by-passes the above difficulty. 


he iors 924.5180 hae 


qiqgs bluos elvt molieleb ton 10 sf3 satwiols0 snokieleb tor 10 

b = : ‘ 8 ep Se’ Safere Se ‘ee eine 
_aottacosnt galet1 tonutmos text? to Jasmuotivas sta essish 

: + ij : j Reet aw ee af's To 

gatterienomeb es bedezgqredat ed yido aso Iasmeriupss gatzebi0 ‘eidT 


; y fh» G@xt@eedssi Brus 
otioaiaye soe oF Tokiq viqgs teum aslua Isskgolonodg smoa 3sd3 
; oh Y7O> Sam PrsGg2 8 BES 
8 enolisteqo 
y ~§ re ree 
_sjsijevilt esons3ce2e 10 soneupee ghiwollot ofa. esetie donert 


© nolsoubet Yo eegade avoliev al aetuz2013e beatotaoo gat 


(81) 
cer rea 
i er 4 ~ | a | — 
2 Suu on. = 
((tnsty eile) DMM) (tastv elie) vO (21)... .,, 


.28q toeiv an aiie vo Pry sife uQ (0S) 


ihn 6: dai okie’ (iS) 


eatds to tdgil edi at jena? (08L.a) 8 stontoot al essvisedo seiosgnet® 
| :tnsme1iupst 
ed yaw smoa ot yem elds Jsd3 s3siusage 03 gnistgqmea et 31 
-sodini aise! nsiblido ded? mokievrsedo odj daiw bedosamos 
bas Isolgalonodq t9fto tedesa yeds stotsd enis338q noks 
< a .ansmonsdg ottossaye r 


_omta aki 26 sxutemezq sd ysam notisluoege dove 

noiganoint sybisgotssini tad3 bseogoxq taddagnad -abeqiens 20ef atd al® 

-ylene Leteod-sisi oda dt en yaw Smae ofa doom at bevirsb ed donsi¥ at 

-yisns ns dove Jealegs amabotiizo ofs 03 notitbbs af .detigad to ete 

-notasnoink gnteky sved eyswis Jon escb (4) sonetnee .siqtoaizg al eta 
tup omks ofl (a) 9) oe 


of bis ,9 [s3a0%-sdeX edd of sellate .\M svisewto? e‘redsegasd sont? 
[ j s ali . ; : 


Al 


- 


7! we 


French rules equivalent to conjunction distribution, NEG placement 
and conjunct deletion are required to derive (20) and (21) from (19), 
which is the equivalent of (10) with French morphemes. The structure 
(18) is the abbreviated corresponding P-marker. 

The bars in these sentences indicate the general direction 
of the intonation contour. It is readily seen that the first con- 
junct in conjoined sentences terminates with rising intonation, and 
that the final one receives falling intonation. 

The declarative sentence (22) is derived from a structure 
Tikem€23)". 

(22) Ee ee 

She is coming. 

(23) # (elle vient) # 

If the conjoined paraphrase argument is maintained and if Langacker's 
proposal regarding YNQ is employed, then (24) must come from a 
structure like (25). 

(24) Pingeae 

Is she coming? 

(25) @Q (WH + OR (elle vient)) (NEG (elle vient)) 

In other words, (22) and (24) have radically divergent deep structures 
-- (23) and (25) respectively. 

In current methodologies of grammatical analysis, the 
similarity in meaning of sentences like (15)-(17) and the simplici- 
ty of derivations like (13) override considerations of the superficial 
similarity of (22) and (24). It can be argued that (25) is an 


exaggerated underlying structure for (24). The relative complexity 
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of (25) as compared with (23) is not only a reflection of formal 
linguistic manipulations but is also the result of attempts to 
specify, in symbolic terms, the indeterminate nature of interroga- 
tives. A person uttering sentence (24) may well have in mind a 
general situation which has several solutions. The utterance of 
(24) is a statement of the mental (or other) disequilibrium formalized, 
albeit quite crudely, in (25). This appeal to cognitive processes 
does not, however, supercede the linguistic requirements placed upon 
analyses of this type, and as shown by a reiteration of Langacker's 
arguments, the analysis given in (25) is well taken: a conjunctive 
analysis of YNQ correctly assigns appropriate intonation patterns to 
two superficially diverse sentences with a minimum of additional 
processes. 

Two apparently contradictory statements in Langacker 
(1971:10) reveal that intonation assignment made in this way is 
more a product of the methodology than an accurate description of 
internal consistency. Langacker first states:"I have serious doubts 
that there is any such thing as question intonation,’ but then 
astonishingly says on the same page:"I would like to suggest that 
a similar analysis (i.e. the conjunctive derivation of IQ) may be 
appropriate for question intonation in French." If there is no con- 
sistent intonation pattern associated with questions, there can be 
no "appropriate" derivation of "question intonation" when that 
derivation is related to other regular intonation patterns. That is, 
if there is no consistent pattern, then those particular instances 


of "question intonation" which parallel conjunctive intonation cannot 


ser 
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be part of the conjunctive system. The convergence of the two is 
random, accidental and therefore unrelated. This does not mean 
that intonation patterns do not form a sub-system in themselves. It 
does mean that Langacker's analysis sits on a shaky foundation because 
it makes generalizations which he admits are probably fabrications. 

He did, however, allow for modification of his scheme (1971:11): 

Let me close this section on a cautionary note. 

I do not clatm that question intonation is the same 

as that of non-final conjoined clauses, I only 

speculate that this is the case. 

The fundamental difficulty with this scheme is that it 
implies unique relationships between intonation patterns (pitch 
rise and fall as well as general contour) and syntactic patterns. 
Bailey (1970) cites ample evidence to show that occurrence of a 
particular intonation pattern in English is dependent upon a number 
of independent non--linguistic factors. 


He cites, among others, examples (26) and (27). 


(26) bet 


ter ° 
You'd 


(27) beaut 
sao 
Lt's 
He says that (26) "has a defensive air resulting from the combination 
of the reluctant attitude expressed in this cadence and the lexical 
content of the example." On the other hand, (27), with the same 


(high falling cadence) pattern "has a playful tone because of the 


contradiction between the enthusiasm ordinarily indicated by beautiful 
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and the semiconclusive cadence." That is, the combination of 
verbal groups and intonation can be manipulated in various ways by 


the speaker. 


4.3 Intonation questions and conjunction -- Hirschbuhler's proposal 


Hirschbuhler (1970) independently proposed a very similar 
analysis for French YNQ intonation. He supplies (p.100) the 


sentences (28)=(0), 


— 

(28) Pierre est-il malade ou Pierre n'est-il pas malade? 
Is Re or is Peter not sick? 

(29) Est-ce une pomme que Pierre aange ou n'est-ce pas 

Pos 
une pomme? 

Is it an apple that Peter is eating or is it 
not an apple? 

(30) Est-ce une ponte que Pierre wance? 


Is it an apple that Peter is eating? 


In (28) and (29) the nonfinal conjuncts have rising 


intonation and the final ones have falling intonation. Hirschbuhler's 


to The arguments presented here are based on Hirschbuhler (1970). A 
similar, although less detailed, proposal appears in Hirschbuhler 
CIOL) i 

The intonation bars on these sentences have been added here for 
clarity and indicate rising or falling pitch contours rather than 
detailed distinctions of relative pitch height or the point at which 
highest pitch level is attained. 

I have attempted to correlate Hirschbuhler's prose description 
with the scheme outlined by Delattre (1969). The notation here differs 
from Hirschbuhler because the only copy available to me has not been 
reproduced clearly enough for interpretation. I assume that Hirschbuhler 
adopted Zwanenburg's (1965:5-6) notation. Later in this chapter 
some discussion of recent investigations by Delattre is presented. 
Since Zwanenburg and Delattre do not disagree, I further assume for 
the moment, that Hirschbuhler's basic observations are correct. 
Evidence to falsify his interpretation is presented in this section 
and in section 4.4 

Hirschbihhler's terms "disjonction" and "disjonctive" are synonymous 
with "conjunction" and "conjunctive" here. 
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analysis is summed up (p.100): 
Le morpheme Q - auquel doit correspondre une 

intonation particuliére - se place sur le mot 

précédant ou, mot qui doit aussi étre le support 

de 1'intonation propre aux disjonctives; si la 

disjonction ne concerne qu'un des syntagmes d'une 

proposition, c. a d. s'il y a un syntagme focalisé, 

alors Q doit se placer sur ce syntagme qui est 

aussi le support de 1l'intonation propre aux 

disjonctives. 

The details of this analysis are more open to question than 
those of Langacker's because Hirschbuhler implies specific claims about 
the nature of the interrogative morpheme @. His first assumption is 
that there must (doit) be a particular intonation associated with 
interrogatives. There are two interpretations of this statement: 
either he is making a universal claim, or he is restricting himself 
to French data. If the statement is taken on a universal plane, then 
it is at least premature, if not mistaken. Ultan (1969) has shown 
that "most languages (perhaps all?) also have Q-utterances distinguished 
from their corresponding declarative utterances solely by means of q- 
intonation," but he carefully refrained from insisting on an all- 
inclusive generalization (note "most"). Classification of these 
languages led to the generalization (p.46-47) that questions have 
"higher pitch (register or glide) or more prominent stress at some 
point in the contour, usually towards the end, as opposed to falling 
or low-pitched ultima in simple declarative statements." These 
observations by Ultan only refer to the possibility of distinguishing 
two sentences on the basis of intonation alone. He makes no reference 


to a necessary link between semantic content (Q morpheme) and 


intonation. 
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Even if Hirschbuhler's assumption is restricted to French, 
there is a clear set of counter examples, the so-called est-ce que 
questions. 

(31) Est-ce que Paul vient? 

Is Paul coming? 
(32) Est-ce que Pierre mange une pomme? 
Is Peter eating an apple? 


Sentences (31) and (32) are both YNQ with final falling intonation. 


Both of these sentences can occur with final rising intonation. Under 


these conditions there is a slight change in the expressive value 
of the sentences. Rising intonation indicates more interest or a 
polite attitude while a falling intonation reflects lack of interest 


or deliberate rudeness.?! 


Sentence (33) is an example with rising 
intonation. 

(33) Est-ce qu'il reste encore de la neige? 

Is there still snow left? 

The rising intonation of (33) reflects an attitude of interest and 
is attributable to the semantic content of the sentence. Therefore 
a sentence of the same syntactic type as (31) and (32) can have at 
least two different intonation contours and it is evident that there 
is no unique connection between interrogatives (@ morpheme) and 
intonation patterns although intonation can provide at least some of 
the overt linguistic marking for questions. 


The second part of Hirschbuhler's argument asserts that Q 


117 am grateful to B. Rochet for pointing out this contrast to me. 
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is affixed to the focused constituents (syntagmes) or conjunctives, 
and that the presence of @ determines the rising intonation. The 
occurrence of rising intonation in both (30) and the first conjuncts 
of (28) and (29) is then due to the fact that they are both focused. 

This analysis rests upon the assumption that @ is a segmen- 
tal element and that its presence is responsible for the location 
of highest pitch in the sentence. If this were so then sentence (34), 
which can occur with falling intonation, should have rising 
intonation. ‘? 

(34) Elle Lane 

Who does she like? 

Hirschbuhler is correct, however, in assuming that the presence 
of focus plays a significant role in the selection of the intonation 
contours and location of maximum pitch level of interrogatives (and 
other sentences). He supplies the following set of sentences showing 


relative levels of intonation change (p.101):?? 


1? Apart from the general possibility of sentences like (34) occurring 
with either rising or falling intonation, there is variation between 
particular individual sentences. Sentence (34) is more likely to 
occur with rising intonation since the lexical items and syntactic 
pattern imply focus and therefore are usually associated with echo 
(rising) intonation. Other sentences, such as (F) 


(F) I1 vient quand? 


which have an identical syntactic pattern do not show the same ten- 
dency and probably occur with falling intonation more frequently 
than does (34). The difference between (F) and (34) with regard to 
intonation patterns seems to be controlled by the lexical (semantic) 
content. The relationship between lexical items and intonation is a 
further area which might be fruitfully examined. 


137 (35) and (36) the contrast between the curves be fees Matis 
adopted from Delattre and is intended to reflect the difference in 
rate of pitch rise. Some discussion of this distinction appears below. 
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(35) Pierre mange une pomme, ou Pierre ne mange pas de 
(Either) Peter is eating an apple or he 
isn't eating an apple. 
(36) Pierre mange une pomme, ou Pierre ne mange pas de 
pomme? 
Peter eats an apple or Peter doesn't eat an 
apple. (Out with it. Which is it?) 
Of these sentences Hirschbuhler says "Dans 1'interrogative 1'intonation 
montante nous parait nettement plus forte que dans 1l'assertive." 
(p.101). That is, the pitch rise on pomme in (36) is more marked 


than it is in (35).°" 


This difference is sufficient to distinguish 
the declarative (35) from the interrogative (36). Hirschbuhler 
attributes the relatively high intonation level of (36) to the 
presence of both @ and regular disjunctive intonation (at pomme). 
Each of these sources presumably contributes to the pitch rise from 
which there derives an increased distortion from the declarative 
pattern.’° 

If the intonation difference between (35) and (36) is at 


least partially due to the presence or absence of q, then there is 


no a priori reason to include any other source for the difference. 


14Tt is also possible to have falling intonation on the first clause 
of (35) but not in (36). 


15There is some disagreement among native speakers about the accept- 
ability of sentence (36). Some speakers concur with Hirschbuhler. 
Some disagree and characterize it as "étrange", "d'un mauvais style" 


or "synthetic." 
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If @ supplies part of the stimulus for intonation rise, it might 
well supply all of it. In view of this suggestion Hirschbuhler's 
proposal might be modified. The rules which assign intonation 
contours to strings could be constructed in such a way as to assign 
certain pitch changes in specific environments. The fact that non- 
final members of conjunctive sequences and some YNQ both show rising 
intonation would, then, be an accidental parallel which is an 
exclusively surface phenomenon. This alternative would simplify 
the derivation of YNQ because only one intonation assignment would 
occur for each derived string, whereas in Hirschbuhler's analysis 
two such assignments would occur. Hirschbuhler's double assignment 
would then be the result of misinterpretation of the surface 
similarities between two separate intonation types. Since 
Langacker does not posit adual source for the intonation of J@ his 
proposal does not suffer from a double assignment of intonation. 
However, it is argued below that both the Hirschbuhler and the 
Langacker analyses result from misinterpretation of superficial 
similarities. 

Langacker and Hirschbuhler require that at least part 
of the phonological component (intonation assignment) apply before 
syntactic rules. Hirschbuhler's scheme is confusing in this regard 
because it involves an ordering problem. Conjunctive intonation 
is assigned before deletion of the second member in the conjunction. 


Since inverted sentences like (37) have the intonation peak on the 


last syllable, @ intonation would have to be assigned after inversion. 
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(37) Vient-il? 
Is he coming? 
Nevertheless, if @ is responsible for this peak by attracting intona- 
tion features to the constituent to which it is attached, inversion 
must also apply before intonation assignment. At some stage in the 
derivation of (37) there is a sequence like (38). 


(38) Cfo i) vient # 
If intonation assignment precedes inversion, then (39) would result. 
Rows 
(39) il vient 


Since (39) is a grammatical surface question no problems arise. 
However, if inversion then applies, ungrammatical (40) will be 
derived. 
(40) *Vient il? 
Therefore there must be two points in the derivation of YNQ at 
which intonation assignment occurs if (37) is to be derived correctly. 
It might be asserted that all intonation assignments are 
made at a single point (preinversion) and that, employing 
Hirschbuhler's clitic fusion rule mentioned below (section 5.4) 72 
is dominated by the same node which dominates vient (so that 71 and 
vtent are sister nodes). Intonation assignment could be made to the 
parent node of this structure (VP) and final superficial rules would 


distribute intonation to each of the daughter nodes (tl and vient) 
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with the right-most daughter receiving the intonation peak and all 
prefinal syllables receiving regressively diminishing pitch values. 
This proposal is just another version of the two stage intonation 
assignment, and does not in any way remedy the problem. 

If @ intonation assignment must follow inversion but con- 
junctive intonation assignment must precede conjunct deletion, an 
ordering paradox results. This difficulty can best be seen by 
adopting Langacker's underlying conjunctive structure and progres- 
sing towards a surface structure using rules like Hirschbuhler's 
in various orders. The first ordering is that implied by Hirschbuhler. 

(41) a. Q OR (il vient) NEG (il vient) 

b. Conjunction distribution > 
Q OR (il vient) OR NEG (il vient) 

c. Q attachment (to focused node) > 
OR (il Q + vient) OR NEG (il vient) 

d. Q intonation assignment (disjunctive and Q) > 
OR (41 vient) OR NEG (il ene) 

e. Q conjunct deletion > (should be blocked by 


, either c. or d.) 
OR (il vient) OR NEG 


f. Q OR — NEG deletion > 
il vient? 
A second ordering is (42): 
(42.) Peas Sage iii lea. 
De as. Li ol". 
(Ciepowat Kea Wipe eb alee 


d. Conjunctive intonation > 
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OR Ciba07+ vient) OR NEG Gil vient) 
e. Conjunct deletion: cannot apply because after d. the 
conjuncts are no longer identical. 

Even though the output of (41 £) is identical to (39) the derivation 
will not work. Inversions like "vient-il?" are prohibited by (41) 
because, as we have seen, they require that intonation be assigned 
after inversion, (41 d) assigns @ intonation before inversion. 
Furthermore, once either @ attachment or intonation assignment applies 
the environment for conjunct deletion is not properly met.’® If the 
conjunctive analysis is to survive, intonation assignment and @ 
attachment cannot be ordered after conjunct deletion because first 
conjunct intonation would not apply. 

Even if it is argued that conjunctive intonation does not 
block conjunct deletion, @ attachment changes the meaning and would 
thereby remove the string from the scope of conjunct deletion. This 
change is shown by the surface sentences (43) and (44).*’ 

(43) ara NS 


Paul comes. 


16This assumes, reasonably, that conjunct deletion deletes one of two 
identical conjuncts. The presence of a @ or distinctive intonation 
patterns in one renders the conjuncts dissimilar. 


174 similar difference is exemplified in (G) and (H) and is the 
reason NEG placement is not mentioned in the derivation in (43). 


(G) OR (John is coming) OR NEG (John is coming) 
(H) OR (John is coming) OR (John is not coming) 


Langacker's derivation (1970:150) also avoids application of NEG. 
placement, which is unnecessary in his derivation in any event. 
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eng 
(44) Paul vient? 
Is Paul coming? 
Since @ attachment applies to bate one member of a conjunctive pair, 
the two conjuncts under consideration become nonequivalent after q@ 


attachment and conjunct deletion cannot operate. 


4.4 Conjunction refuted 


The hypothesis that IQ can be derived from underlying con- 
junctive sentences must be rejected on other grounds in any event. 
Hirschbiuhler's analysis recognizes a difference between nonfinal 
rising intonation and question intonation. Delattre, in a series of 
articles (Delattre, 1966, 1967, 1969, 1970)*® has demonstrated that 
this is in fact the case. He distinguished (among others) a difference 
between "continuation majeure" 'major continuation’ (MJC), "continua- 
tion mineure" ‘minor continuation’ (MNC) and "question intonation" 
(QINT) as three functionally distinct types of rising intonation. 

Both MJC and MNC appear in connection with nonfinal syntactic groups. 


QINT usually appears on final (or preparenthesis) constituents. /? 


i$ iam grateful to JoAnn Creore and Bernard Rochet for pointing these 
articles out to me. 


12According to Delattre the parenthesis curve does not undergo modifica- 
tion. It is a contour which maintains the same pitch level throughout: 


(I) (J) 


Qui va venir, Anne Marie? 


C'est la qu'elle tombe? 
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Apart from this distributional difference (which does not differ 
from Hirschbuhler's and Langacker's observations) there is a quali- 
tative difference. MJC and MNC are characterized by "pente décrois- 
sante' or decreasing pitch slope (although ascending) and QINT is 
characterized by a curve "a pente croissante" or increasing (and 
ascending) pitch slope. These three are illustrated using a four 


level scale in (45)-(47). (Delattre 1969). 


(45) 
continuation 
mineure 
(46) 
continuation 
a2 eo eS eee majeure 
(47) 


Epes eee tk A ce ee aceertoe 


vous avez peur 


Hirschbuhler attributed this difference to the phonological 
interpretation of a segmental @. It was shown in Chapter II (sec. 2.9) 
above that @ cannot have segmental status in any event. Even if q 
did have such a status it is impossible to see what value it would 
have for IQ in French. If there is an underlying @ associated with 
a string and if there is no other (syntactic) device marking the 
derived string as a question, the string becomes an IQ. That is, 

QINT can be assigned after all other interrogative transformations 


have had a chance to apply. QINT is therefore dependent not only on 
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an underlying @ morpheme, but also on the surface syntactic con- 
figuration. 

Zwanenburg (1965:102) has provided a correlation between 
certain syntactic categories and positions and nine different 
intonation contours. The contours are: 

(48) a. : high falling (grande chute) 

b. «. low falling (chute inférieure) 


Che high rising (montée supérieure) 


d. . low rising (montée inféreteure) 


e. ' extended high rising (montée supérieure étendue) 
f. high level (ton stattque aigu) 

g. - medium level (ton stattque moyen) 

he low level (ton stattque grave) . 


i. ys delayed low rising (montée inférieure retardée) 

The syntactic categories are interrogatives, simple declaratives 
(phrases énonciatives), and compound declaratives (phrases 
continuatives). He makes a further distinction between sentence 
final, phrase final and phrase internal positions. 

Zwanenburg subdivides interrogatives into IQ, syntactically 
marked questions and others. This latter category does not bear 
any overt structural marking relating it to a @. We are told (p.61) 
that it is only the discourse context which makes the sentence a 
question: "Le sujet parlant avance quelque chose qu'il croit 
probable et en attend un confirmation de la part de son inter- 
locuteur." 

The following table presents a summary of Zwanenburg's 


correlations: 
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In view of the distributional facts revealed in (49) 
Zwanenburg concludes that there is no unique correlation between 
sentence/grammatical categories and intonation features. He says 
(1965:46) "...aucun de ces trois éléments: indications de la 
couche verbale ..., pauses et mélodie, ne peut @tre interprété sans 
qu'on tienne compte des autres."' The occurrence of extended high 
rising intonation (') is limited to IQ and phrase final intonation 
in (49). This co-occurrence could be construed as evidence supporting 
the Langacker and Hirschbuhler conjunctive source of IQ except that 


at least some of the occurrences of phrase final ' 


are not conjunc- 
tives.?° 
(50) a. Et vous n'en ferez pas du tout, moyennant quoi? 
[evunafrep adyt'umoyenakw'a] 


b. Ca marche, en ce moment? 
b 


[sam'arsasmom'a] 


Since intonation assignment is the result of the interplay 
of several factors no intonation contour can be uniquely associated 
with an underlying interrogative meaning. A similar idea is suggested 
in Delattre (1970:4) where it is argued that three accoustically 
distinct intonation curves associated with interrogation, command, 
and exclamation do not function distinctively. The differences are 


illustrated in (51)-(53). 


20These examples are from Zwanenburg (1965:77 and appendix, 6 and 
11). The original transcription is preserved. 
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Interrogation 


aS en ee 
Quelle tombe? 


(52) 


Riew nd Ae cen eee 
njurieMee source of 10. fi 
Ee Sar GSS Satter eae Bee | 


Qu'elle tombe. 


Command 


(53) 


Rone tl aera 
ig formal Nerivation of ti] 


Nea WES! NREL Sine cre | 
Quelle tombe! 


Exclamation 


Delattre says (1970:4): 

...[these] three curves have slightly different shapes, 

as indicated in (51)-(53) but their differences are 

not sharp or stable enough to be clearly identified 

without content. They may therefore be considered as 

three allotones of the same intoneme. The three meanings 

are distinguished from one another by syntax rather than 

by intonation.. 

While Delattre claims that some factor other than intonation 
is required to differentiate each of the examples (51)-(53), at least 
some speakers can do so on the basis of intonation alone. One could 
argue that since there are differences in the physical signals 
corresponding to semantic differences the former do fulfill a 
distinctive function. Delattre's conclusions are based on his not 
having found factors which are "sharp or stable enough" to be inde- 
pendently distinctive. This does not mean that such factors do not 
exist. This problem is best interpreted as an area requiring further 


investigation. If the intonation contours are usually associated with 


some other signalling devices, what are these and why are the two 
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aspects sometimes separable? Are there specifiable conditions?*’ 


4.5 Conclusion 


The conjunctive source of IQ in French is therefore mistaken 
on two grounds: 1) the acoustic facts do not coincide. That is QINT 
and non-final ascending intonation (major and minor) are physically 
distinct. 2) The formal derivation of the appropriate syntactic 
environment for IQ forces the conclusion that intonation is assigned 
to derived syntactic structures and cannot relate to underlying 
syntactic configurations.?* 

However, intonation assignment does not depend only on 
surface syntactic constructions. It relates to presuppositional and 
paralinguistic data. Delattre proposed that intonation curves could 
be grouped into ten different types which could then be reduced to 
seven distinctive (functional) intonemes. Each of these intonemes is 
usually associated with particular syntactic constructions: questions, 
non-final phrases, parenthetic sequences and so on. Nevertheless, 
intonemes are not necessarily restricted to a particular syntactic 


unit and, in fact, interchange between various intonemes alters 


meaning in particular ways. These meaning changes portray attitudes 


217 am indebted to B. Rochet for discussion of these difficulties. 


*? This implies an additional failure in Stockwell's (1960) analysis 
because he had proposed an underlying intonation node which could 

then be distributed over derived (intermediate) strings. Since no 
intonation pattern can be uniquely associated with syntactic configura- 
tions (transformational derivations) it would be impossible to specify 
the intonation pattern in underlying syntactic representations. 
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of the speaker and the like. Delattre (1970:5-6) provides two 

sets of illustrative examples involving the question curve and the 
implication curve. The former was illustrated in (47) above. The 
implication curve which resembles the major continuation curve (46) 


"tends to slack toward the end". (Delattre, 1970:4): 


implication 


(C'est la) qu'elle tombe (la pauvre) 


The first set of alternating examples are IQ: 


(55) 


ous viendrez. Tu comprends. C'est difficile. 


If the implication curve is applied to the same segmental sequences, 
the affective meaning changes from simple interrogation to a request 


for agreement: 


(56) 


As-tu fini? Se taira-t-il? 


23nelattre calls them "questions without redundancy." 
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(58) 


As-tu fini Se taira-t-il 


With an implication curve these 'same' sentences express "exasperation 


and no yes-or-no answer is expected." (Delattre, 1970:6) 

These examples also show a direct interplay between syntax 
and intonation. In (56) the structures retain some of the interroga- 
tive meaning found in (57) whereas this meaning is lost between (57) 
and (58) which have syntactic markers of interrogativity. It is, 
therefore, the syntax which determines whether an implication curve 
over an interrogative structure expresses a request for agreement or 
exasperation. Intonation and syntax both play a role in determining 
the message conveyed by an utterance. It is the total complex of 
surface features (syntactic configuration and intonation contour) which 
is the surface representation of the underlying semantic interpretation, 
however the latter is represented. 

Atomistic analysis and study of any single aspect of the 
surface sentence without due regard to other factors will not yield 
satisfactory descriptions. The need for more general approaches to 
analysis is further emphasized by the fact that Zwanenburg finds a 
class of interrogatives which have no internal linguistic mark to 
set them apart from declaratives but which function as questions in 
context. While studies which accept a wider variety of input data 
are necessary, detailed analysis in particular areas should not be 
sacrificed. For example, the development of an extensive treatment 


of the interaction between interrogatives and intonation can only be 
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carried out within a detailed study of all intonation patterns and 
all syntactic configurations in French. Bailey (1970:522) stated 
that "Intonation functions both to delimit grammatical constituents 
and to confer an attitudinal intention on what is said''. The direc- 
tion of research in this area is therefore clear. Léon (1971:19) 
phrased this direction as a hope: 
On pourrait souhaiter enfin...que soient constitués 
pour chaque langue des dictionnaires d'intonation. Sous 
chaque entrée d'un intonéme on trouverait 1) sa significa- 


tion dans un cadre syntaxique, 2) sa valeur sémantique 
dans le systeme des traits prosodiques et paralinguistiques. 
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CHAPTER V 


FRENCH INTERROGATIVES: INVERSION 


5.0 Introduction 


Besides IQ discussed in Chapter IV, French has an 
intricate set of questions derived by inversion. This chapter 
examines various proposals to account for the distributional features 
of inversion questions. These proposals include copying NPs in post- 
verbal position, preverbal clitic formation, phrase structure 
generation of two-part subject NPs containing both nouns and clitics, 
and finally, transformational insertion of phonological [72] in 
specifiable syntactic environments. The proposed solution is a 


synthesis of aspects of each of the individual proposals. 


5.1 Inversion questions 


Inversion questions present the same intonation patterns 
and the same gross semantic effects as intonation questions. It 
is therefore reasonable to expect that they derive from similar deep 
structures. A comparison of (1) and (2) shows that the two types 
are closely related. 

(1) Ils viennent? 

Are they coming? 
(2) Viennent-ils? 


Are they coming? 
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Robin Lakoff's (1969) position, however, that synonymous sentences 

are those that can be uttered in the same environments, would pre- 
clude a common source for (1) and (2). Both request the same informa- 
tion and are essentially paraphrases, but there are stylistic 
differences between them.’ Intonation questions are used colloquially 
and in casual conversation whereas the inverted counterparts are 

more formal.* An exhaustive analysis representing all facets of 
meaning in the underlying structure of interrogatives would be 
responsible for cataloguing these differences and for providing 
appropriate categories of features in the underlying structures. A1l 
aspects of an individual's linguistic behavior would have to be 
incorporated in such a scheme. Hymes (1972:51) says “At this 

juncture we are still attempting to ... adequately record what is there in 
acts of speech." This statement can be applied both to explicitly 
"linguistic" units as well as to the broader area of paralinguistic 
references, context and social content. As outlined in Chapter III 
these problems are related to the grammar of usage and will not be 
IThere also exists a third "neutral" alternative: the so-called 
est-ce que questions. These are discussed in considerable detail in 
Chapter VI. 

*Native speakers characterize the inverted questions as "stilted" or 
"precise" when comparing (1) and (2). Bernard Rochet has suggested 

to me that there may well be some correspondances between interrogative 
styles and broader social phenomena. A study of any such correlations 
might prove fruitful and would help to supply the information required 
by R. Lakoff's definition of synonymity. Such a study would fill some 
of the gaps indicated in Chapter III. This kind of study is obviously 
related to the general paralinguistic and extralinguistic data 
required for complete systematization of intonation discussed in 


Chapter IV. Some attempts in this direction appear in Fromaigeat 
(1938) and Terry (1970). 
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dealt with here. Our purpose is to present an analysis of the formal 
characteristics of the elements in the narrow linguistic structure. 
The specific formal restrictions relating to inversion 
questions will be developed systematically below. The interrogatives 
in (3 b) and (4 b) are examples of the simplest type of inverted 
questions. 
(3) a. 11 estyvenu. 
He came. 
b. Est-il venu? 
Did he come? 
(4) a. Nous chantons. 
We sing. 
b. Chantons-nous? 
Do we sing? 
Simple inversion reorders the subject pronoun and the verb or 
auxiliary. ane it is the auxiliary (AUX) which carries the tense 
and the number markers (Ils sont venus vs. Il était venu) whenever 
it is present as an independent morpheme in surface structure, we can 
see that the inversion is SAI. Since the verb carries the number 
and tense markers in other instances AUX may be considered a sub- 
category of the node that dominates the verb.° 
The ungrammaticality of (b) in (5) and (6) shows that only 
pronoun subjects can be inverted by SAI, and that noun subjects are 
represented by an apparent reduplicated pronominalized equivalent 


3See Ross as per Langacker (1969:2) for a recent discussion of 
the auxiliary. 
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which undergoes the inversion instead. 


aa. 


(6) car. 


Ta soeur vient. 
Your sister comes. 
*Vient ta soeur? 
"Comes your sister?' 
Ta soeur, vient-elle? 
"Your sister, does she come?' 
Les soldats ont tue un enfant. 
The soldiers killed a child. 
*Ont les soldats tué un enfant? 
Les soldats, ont-ils tué un enfant? 
"The soldiers, did they kill a child?' 


Did the soldiers kill a child? 


Langacker (1965:589) attempted to account for the above 


data with a series of three transformations which perform the 


following operations: 


a. Reduplication - copies the subject NP in postverbal 


position. 


b. Pronominalization - pronominalizes the second member 


of a pair of identical NPs if it is not already a 


pronoun. 


c. Ellipsis - deletes the first member of a pair of 


identical NPs. Ellipsis applies obligatorily to 


strings to which pronominalization did not apply. 


Otherwise it is optional. 


Hirschbuhler (1970) points out that while intended for the derivation 


183 


a 
seomoo sosete tUOY = 
reten abode dd Go exakomup 
'fxedake oy eem0d'~ a. Ht 
folle~tnsiv ,ius0e ST «3 mb « RROD 
'Somoo sla aeob ,tedake xv0Y" 
.jJosias av 43u3 300 etsbfoe ast .s (9) 
.blido & belibd ersrbioe sAT 
ftosine nu 3u3 etebloe eel 2n0* .d 
ftabius av Su3 ell-3jno ,asabloe eet +2 
'ShEtHo § Lit yedd Bib ,e1skbllos edt 
fbiido s Ltt axetbloe six bed 
avods eft sot tavooos oF bsjqmsdss (egereaer) todosgnet 
silt muotreq doldw: anottsmxotenasd sedi Yo eskise & daiw sisb 
:anoissitsqo gaiwollot 


~ 


{edtovieoq ok WM j3ostdue ett eshgqoo - notssotiqubsa .s 


nos heoq 
+odmom bnoose edt eosPisnisionotg - coksestisnimonortt «d 
6 ybsstis jon er tf It eT Leotsnsbi to 1isq 6 %o | 12 
io s+tsq 68 to todmem dati? oft estelsb - aleqrils «9 
0? Ylitotagifdo esitiqqs abaqiii{S .ea [sotsasbR 0 
.viqqs Jon bib nokvesiisnimonoyq doidw ot eguiwe © J 
.isnotiqo at 31 sebwxsd30 1; aaa 


| a 4 a ee 
notssviteb edd rot bebmesnt ekidw tel 4uo eiatog (OVCL) teldidioeste 


7 i] 
— 


it J 
? 


of (7)-(12) these transformations do not permit all three of (10), 
(11) and (12). 
(7) Ou mange-t-il? 
Where does he eat? 
(8) Ou Paul mange-t-il? 
Where does Paul eat? 
(9) Ou mange Paul? ) 
Where does Paul eat? 
(10) Ou a-t-il mangé? 
Where did he eat? 
(11) OU Paul a-t-il mangé? 
Where did Paul eat? 
(12) OU a mangé Paul? 
Where did Paul eat? 
The verb consists of an auxiliary (tense carrier) and a verb stem. 
If the auxiliary member of the verb inverts with the subject NP, 
then (10) and (11) result but (12) is excluded. One solution to 
this problem might be to evolve a second reduplication and an 
obligatory deletion transformation for questions like (12) in the 
compound tenses. Hirschbuhler (1970:41) criticizes this tentative 
solution on the grounds that it destroys the unity of the reduplica- 
tion process shown in Langacker (1965) and that non-pronoun subjects 
are treated differently according to the type of questions involved. 


Kayne (1972) interprets (10)-(12) as indicating the 


necessity for two inversion transformations: one for pronoun subjects 
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(clitics)* and the other for noun subjects. The former he calls 
SUBJ-CL-INV which consists of "a simple interchange of the pronoun 
and the verbal form with which it is in contact" (p.2). Noun 
inversion, or STYL-INV (stylistic inversion) transports the subject 
NP to sentence-final or VP final position. Sentences (10) and (11) 
are derived by application of SUBJ-CL-INV and (12) is the product of 
STYL-INV. 
The basic evidence for distinguishing the derivations of 
(10)-(12) is found in the patterning of clitics and NPs in the 
following situations: 
1. Only clitics can be inverted in YNQ. 
(13) a. *Partira ce garcon? 
b. Partira-t-il? 
Will he leave? 
2. Clitics can invert following pourquot but NPs cannot. 
(14) a. *Pourquoi part ce garcon? 
b. Pourquoi part-il? 
Why will he leave? 
3. Certain (as yet unspecified) verbal complements prevent 
NP inversion while permitting SUBJ-CL-INV. 
(15) a. *Depuis quand est ton ami malade? 
b. Depuis quand est-il malade? 
How long has he been sick? 
“Kayne (1969, Chapter 2) demonstrates that subject and preverb object 
pronouns behave differently from noun subjects and objects. He argues 
that the differences are important enough to indicate that they have 


different constituent structures. He claims that the pronouns are 
part of the VP and are therefore called clitics to distinguish them 


from NPs. 
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(16) a. *A quelle heure changera cette fille d'avis? 
b. A quelle heure changera-t-elle d'avis? 
At what time will she change her mind? 
(17) a. *Quand deviendra ce comédien célébre? 
b. Quand deviendra-t-il célébre? 


When will he become famous? 


Supporting evidence for this dichotomy of transformations 
is provided by embedded interrogatives which permit STYL-INV but 
not SUBJ-CL-INV: 
(18) a. Je sais trés bien a quelle heure partira ce 
garcon. 
I know very well at what time this boy will 
leave. 
b. *Je sais trés bien a quelle heure partira-t-il. 
STYL-INV is also applicable in relative clauses, while SUBJ-CL-INV 
is not: 
(19) a. La maison ou habite cet homme est trés jolie. 
The house in which this man lives is very 
Pretty. 
b. *La maison ot habite-t-il est trés jolie. 
Kayne proposes on the basis of these arguments that part 
of the environment for STYL-INV must be sentence initial WH. It can 
be readily seen that this is the case in (12), (13) and (14). He 


offers the exclamatory sentences (20) as additional support for the 


WH condition. 
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(20) a. Quel plaisir m'a fait son discours! 
How his speech pleased me! 


b. *Quel plaisir m'a-t-il fait! 


It then becomes evident that only the semantic concept "question" 
figures in the environment of SUBJ-CL-INV and that the presence of 
WH in (12) and (13) is incidental and has no bearing on the derivation 
of an inverted subject clitic (pronoun). This same condition accounts 
for the non-inverted NPs in (15), (17) and (21). 
(21) a. *A quoi joue cet homme mieux que toi? 
b. <A quoi joue-t-il mieux que toi? 


What does he play better than you? 


The superficial WH in initial position in (17) derives 
from a verbal complement and it acquires its surface position trans- 
formationally.*® Embedded clauses introduced by st “if, whether" do 
not undergo STYL-INV: 


(22) *Ils se demandent si vont chanter les oiseaux. 


This fact leads Kayne (p.11) to claim that st? is not a WH word® 
but ought to be considered as an unpreposed conjunction. 

All of these arguments and conditions are the basis for 
the ungrammaticality of sentences with inversion of nouns as in (5 b) 
°This movement presumably follows STYL-INV although Kayne does not 
comment on this particular aspect. 
The fact that SUBJ-CL-INV does not apply in the identical environ- 


ment provides basis for arguing (as I do in Chapter III) that so- 
called embedded interrogatives are not interrogatives at all. 
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"*kVient ta soeur?". That is, they supply the descriptive features 


distinguishing (23) and (24) because YNQ do not contain a WH element. 


(23) Partira-t-il? 
Will he leave? 


(24) *Partira ce garcon? 


Kayne's set of two inversion transformations overcomes the 
problems inherent in (10)-(12) and simultaneously provides a basis 
for differentiating the behavior of subject clitics and subject noun 
phrases. It therefore is more highly valued than Langacker's 


reduplication procedure and should replace it.’ 


5.2 Complex inversion: the problem 


Since questions like (25) are derived in part by application 
of Langacker's reduplication transformation, rejection of his pro- 


posal requires a new analysis of them as well. 


(25) Ton ami partira-t-il? 


Will your friend leave? 


Traditionally YNQ like (25) have been described as containing an 
inverted pronominal form of the subject (NP). Grévisse (1959:133) 
called (25) an "interrogation complexe" and stated that: 


Quand le sujet n'est ni un pronom personnel ni ce 
ou on, il se place avant le verbe, mais on le reprend 


7Langacker (1971, appendix) states: "His (Kayne's) arguments are well 
made and reasonably convincing, and I am inclined to accept his 
formulation of question inversion in preference to the one I proposed 
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~ 
apres le verbe par un pronom personnel: ...L'enfant 
° x ° 
comprend-il? Votre mére viendra-t-elle? 


Langacker's (1965) three step analysis (see above) essentially 
reiterated this point of view. 

Langacker (1971) calls questions of this type "disloca- 
tions." Kayne (1972) uses the term "complex inversion" in describing 
them. Kayne's terminology will be followed here. 

There are a number of parallels between complex inversion 
and SUBJ-CL-INV (see 13-17). 

1. Complex inversion occurs in YNQ (cf. (5 c)) 
(5) ec. Ta soeur, vient-elle? 
Your sister, is she coming? 
2. Complex inversion is grammatical with pourquov: 
(26) Pourquoi cette fille a-t-elle fait cela? 
Why did that girl do that? 
3. Complex inversion enjoys the same exemptions from 
restriction by verbal complements. 

(27) Depuis quand ce garcon est-il malade? 

How long has this boy been sick? 
4, Complex inversion and SUBJ-CL-INV result in the same 
superficial subject clitic position. 

(28) a. Ou voulait-il aller? 

Where did he want to go? 
b. Ou Jean voulait-il aller? 
Where did John want to go? 


c. *Ou Jean voulait aller-il? 
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(29) a. Pourquoi a-t-il fait cela? 
Why did he do that? 
b. Pourquoi Jean a-t-il fait cela? 
Why did John do that? 
c. *Pourquoi Jean a fait-il cela? 
5. Complex inversion cannot occur in embedded questions, 
relative clauses and clefts. 
(30) *Je ne comprends pas pourquoi la maison s'est-elle 
écroulée. 
(31) *I1 sait trés bien ot cette fille habite-t-elle? 
(32) *C'est a4 Paris que Marie-Yvonne habite-t-elle. 
6. Complex inversion does not occur in exclamations introduced 
by quel. 


(33) *Quel jolis visages ces filles ont-elles! 


Because these parallel patternings between complex inversion 
and SUBJ-CL-INV contrast with STYL-INV in all cases, Kayne (1972:13) 
suggests that the two processes be merged. If they are not merged, 
then it is implied that these extensive parallels are accidental.° 

There are three alternative means of collapsing complex 
inversion and SUBJ-CL-INV. Following Langacker's (1965) procedure it 


might be claimed that complex inversion is a reduplication or copying 


SThe methodology of contemporary generative grammar requires that 
parallel structures of this kind be treated as though a single trans- 
formation (or set of transformations) operated upon them. Deriving 
parallel structures by different transformations would implicitly 
claim that the similarity was accidental and that there is no 
generalization to be drawn from their overlapping behavior. 
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process. (34 b) would then be derived from (34 a). 
(34) a. Quand Jean partira. 
When Jean will leave. 
b. Quand Jean Partira-t-il? 
When will John leave? 


The second and third alternatives would be to derive (34 b) from (35). 


(35) Quand Jean il partira. 
When Jean he will leave. 
Sentence (35) could be an intermediate stage into which clitic 72 
had either been inserted transformationally or the tZ could be 
generated by the phrase structure rules.’ Each of these possible 


solutions is discussed in the following sections. 


3-3 A copying solution: its task 


Independently of the derivation of complex inversions like 
(34 b), French requires a reduplication transformation (REDUP)*° to 


derive sentence sets like (36). 


(36) a. Je vois votre frére. 
I see your brother. 
b. Votre frére, je le vois. 
Your brother, I see him. 
2Only the first two alternatives were proposed in the preliminary 
version of Kayne (1972) read in Gainesville, Florida on February 20, 
1971. Kayne's position regarding the second alternative was modified 


in the final version so that he now favors PS generation of clitics. 


10Kayne (1972) uses the term "detachment" and Langacker (1971) uses 
the term "dislocation" to describe this transformation. 
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Cy de le-volss, votre {tere 
I see him, your brother. 


That REDUP is not related to complex inversion is evidenced by (37). 


(37) a. *Quelqu'un, depuis quand m'attend-il? 
b. *Depuis quand m'attend-il, quelqu'un? 
c. Depuis quand quelqu'un m'attend-il? 


How long has somebody been waiting for me? 


Complex inversion can apply to sentences containing quelqu'un, but 
REDUP cannot. 

In order to further argue against a reduplicated stage 
in complex inversion Kayne points out the following co-occurrence 
possibilities for NPs and their co-referential equivalent pronouns. 
Sentence pairs like (38 a,b) and (39 a,b) show that 72 is an accept- 
able pronominal form for cela and ce que je dts only in complex 
inversion. 

(38) a. Pourquoi cela est-tl faux? 

Why is that false? 

b. *Cela est faux parce qu'tZ ne correspond pas a 

la vérité. 

ec. C'est faux, cela. 
That's false. 

d. *Pourquoi celaest-ce faux? 

(39) a. Pourquoi ce que je dis te déplait-il? 

Why does what I say offend you? 


b. *Ce qu'elle dit ne nous intéresse pas et 72 ne 


ee. 
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m'intéresse pas, moi non plus. 
c. Ce que tu dis n'intéresse personne parce que 
! : 2 
c'est insensé. 
What you say doesn't interest anyone because 
it's senseless. 


d. *En quoi ce qu'tl dit est-ce insensé? 


Conversely the pairs (38 c,d) and (39 c,d) show that in the reduplicated 
construction the pronoun referent for the NPs is ce while ce cannot 
be the pronoun form in complex inversion. The same conditions on 
pronominal co-reference hold for sentential NPs: 
(40) a. Que Jacques ait dit cela ne vous intéresse-t-7tl 
pas? 
Doesn't it interest you that Jack said that? 

b. *Que Jacques att dit cela ne vous intéresse 
surement pas et 72 ne m'intéresse pas, moi non 
plus. 

c. Que Jacques att dit cela ne vous intéresse 
strement pas et cela ne m'intéresse pas moi non 
plus. 

That Jack said that certainly doesn't 
interest you and that doesn't interest me 
either. 

d. *Que Jacques ait dit cela ne vous intéresse-ce 
pas? 


Furthermore there are a number of NPs which do not have 
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pronominal equivalents under any conditions except complex inversion. 


Examples of these occur in the pairs (41)-(43). 


(41) a. Pourquoi rien n'est-tl tombé? 
Why did nothing fall? 
b. *Rien n'est tombe parce qu'il était soutenu par 
des clous. 

(42) a. Depuis quand tout est-tZ en ordre? 

How long has everything been in order? 
b. *Jout est en ordre aujourd'hui mais demain 72 
sera en désordre. 

(43) a.. Pourquoi asststance a-t-elle été prétée a une 

personne si méchante??!? 
Why was help given to such an ill-natured 
person? 
b. *Asststance a été prétée a cette personne-ci 
bien qu'elle n'ait pas été prétée 4 celle-la. 

A third aspect of NP - pronoun combinations is shown by 
sentences (44) and (45) which contain predicate nominals in preverbal 
(subject) position. 

(44) a. Depuis quand ton metlleur ami est-tl Jean-Jacques? 

How long has Jean-Jacques been your best 


friend? 


1lkayne (1972) cites this example which is apparently an "archaic or 
ultraformal construction.'' Even if one rejects the example as con- 
trived, the preceding sentences illustrate the restriction on 


pronoun equivalents of NPs. 
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b. *Zon metlleur amt est maintenant Jean-Jacques, 
mais il y a trois ans t2 était Michel. 

(45) a. Pourquoi ta metlleure amie est-elle Anne-Marie? 

Why is Anne-Marie your best friend? 
b. *On sait que ta metlleure amie est Anne-Marie, 
mais a notre avis elle devrait étre Jacqueline. 
In these sentences the preverbal nominals have pronominal (clitic) 
equivalents only in sentences also having complex inversion. Since 
there is no motivation for it REDUP does not therefore enter the 
derivations of these sentences. 

It is necessary to make a distinction between REDUP and 
copying (COPY). REDUP will be used to describe the process by which 
"dislocated'/'detached' elements are permuted as in "Votre frére, il 
est venu.'' COPY will be pesenved to describe the placing of clitics 
in postverbal position as in "Ta soeur, vient-elle?'" Since REDUP 
cannot be used to derive complex inversions, there must also be a 
COPY rule which places the pronominal element in postverbal position. 
Such a rule must preserve only the person, gender (and number) 
features of the subject NP. Indefinite or demonstrative features, as 
exemplified in the above examples, have no reflection in the copied 
element (72). COPY could apply in the presence of @ and certain 
adverbs. !? 

There would then be two transformations, SUBJ-CL-INV and 


COPY, placing phonologically identical elements in syntactically 


12These adverbs are @ peine, sans doute, peut-étre and several more. 
For a detailed listing see LeBidois and LeBidois (1968, II; Chapter 2). 
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equivalent environments. The former would simply operate as a "pure 
inversion" upon preverbal clitics under appropriate syntactic con- 
ditions. COPY would be responsible for converting an NP to a clitic 
form and placing it in postverbal position. This is essentially 
a reiteration of Langacker's (1965) position with the added burden of 
duplication of process. 

Kayne offers three arguments to indicate that copying is 


an improper analysis. One involves the appearance of a singular 


third person pronoun on in sentences like (46) where nous, as in (47), 


is expected. 
(46) Pourquoi Jean et mot ne devratt-on pas partir tout 
de suite? 
Why shouldn't John and I leave right away? 
(47) Pourquoi Jean et mot ne devrions-nous pas partir 
tout de suite? 
Why shouldn't John and I leave right away? 


Kayne's argument is not reported in full but the central 


issue appears to be that number agreement is lost in the alternation 
between vous and on. A COPY source of inverted on in (46) would not 
preserve number. Furthermore the loss of number agreement appears to 
precede inversion of the copied segment (i.e. on) because the verb 
takes singular inflections. Langacker points out that this argument 
assumes subject-verb agreement is a left to right process, an assump- 
tion which he characterizes as an "artifact of the history of 


transformational grammar, a very suspicious one at that." (1971: 
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appendix, 46). Kayne refers to an argument, but does not give it, 
which describes the nous ~ on alternation in other terms. It is 
not unreasonable to assume that the description is part of Kayne's 
PS proposal (cf. section 5.8 below). 

However, it is not immediately clear how the “ous ~ on 
alternation can be treated independently of other factors. On does 
not alternate solely with nous. As Lampach (1965:84) says "its 
meaning being extremely flexible, it [on] is very widely used in 
everyday French to represent virtually any person or persons." 
Lampach (1965:84-85) provides the following examples to show alter- 
nations between on and other forms. 

(48) Moralistic "one": 

On ne dit pas cela(ca). 
One doesn't say things like that. 

(49) Quelqu'un: 

On a renversé l'encre. 
Somebody spilled the ink. 
(50) Discreet je: 
Peut-on savoir ou se trouve...? 
Can you tell me where...? 

(51) Depreciative or sarcastic tu: 

Eh, bien! On a fait encore une bétise! 
Well now! You've blundered again! 
(52) Il or elle in certain contexts: e.g. having sent 


someone to see if someone is working; 
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Eh, bien! On travaille 1a-bas? 
(Well now! Is he/she working there?) 
(53) Wous: This sense is extremely frequent in spoken 
French; 
On a vu ce film. 
We've seen this movie. 
Qui attendez-vous? On attend nos amis. 
Who are you waiting for. We're waiting for 
our friends. 
(54) Depreciative or ironical vous: 
Eh, bien! On parle tous a la fois! 
Well, now! You're all talking at once! 
(55) Indeterminate tls, elles: 
On nous demande trop! 


They ask too much of us! 


Lampach also points out that whereas on normally requires 
masculine singular agreement, "when it distinctly is used to refer to 
a woman the feminine form of an adjective used predicatively may be 
employed: speaking to a girl alors on est contente? (tu es...?)." 
No matter how the nous ~ on alternation is described a minimally 
adequate description must also describe all of these other alternations 


and roles of on.?? 


Even if Kayne's first argument does not convincingly refute 


13The PS proposal would have to be reinforced by some very powerful 
arguments if it were to be a contender as a descriptive device to 
cover all of these alternations. 
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COPY, the second one does. He argues that a copying derivation of 
complex inversion does not account for the postverbal position of 
ce in sentence (56). 
(56). .a. . Est-ce vrai? 
TS eit crue, 
b. Est-ce vraiment un homme intelligent, ton ami? 
Is he really a smart man, your friend? 
c. Est-ce vraiment aussi malin que ca, les enfants? 


Are the kids really as clever as that? 


d. Est-ce a Paris que tu habites? 
Is it Paris you're living in? 
Sentences like (38 a) "Pourquoi cela est-tl faux?" and 
(39 a) "Pourquoi ce que je dts te déplatt-72?" show that ce is not 
produced as a copy of the subject NP even when the subject NP contains 
ce as one of its elements, as in cela and ce que tu dts. Kayne con- 
cludes that the obvious way out of this dilemma is to derive (56) 


from (57) by simple inversion (SUBJ-CL-INV). 


(57). a.) C'est vrai. 
Ttlsetrue. 
b. C'est vraiment un homme intelligent, ton ami. 
He is really a smart man, your friend. 
c. C'est vraiment aussi malin que ca, les enfants. 
The kids are that clever. 
d. C'est a Paris que tu habites. 


It's Paris you're living in. 
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If a copying rule is maintained there are then two distinct rules, 
COPY and SUBJ-CL-INV, each placing a clitic in the same postverbal 
position under the same environmental conditions. SUBJ-CL-INV is 
required for (56), "Est-ce vrai?", and copying would be required 
for sentences like 'Votre pére part-il?' Kayne regards this as 
grounds for rejecting a copying analysis. 

Langacker (1971) says that Kayne may be mistaken in treat- 
tings ce diftterently from other clitics and that 16 ce as a clitic, 
then SUBJ-CL-INV would automatically account for the derivation of 
(56) from (57). He suggests that an appropriate convention might be 
that the copy of a clitic is the clitic itself. This proposed con- 
vention undercuts the force of Kayne's argument. However, as will 
be shown later (section 5.9) there is no need for such a convention 
in the grammar of French. 

Kayne's third argument against COPY is that in complex 
inversions the copy of the subject NP is always a clitic: 

(58) Pourquoi cet enfant pleure-t-il? 

Why is this child crying? 
*Pourquoi cet enfant pleure lui. 
Kayne affirms (p.20) that COPY could easily place the copied pronoun 
as a separate node beside the verb rather than attach it to the verb. 
Since the Romance languages which do not have subject clitics do not 
have complex inversion Kayne believes that: 

we might speculate that in any language exhibiting a 

complex inversion construction, the 'reduplicated' or 

"inverted. pronoun willebe a .clitic.. 7.0 11 sthiceis in 


fact a valid generalization, then it is one which is not 
explained under the copying hypothesis. 
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This last argument is based on speculation, and is 
impossible to assess without correlation of extensive data from a 
large number of languages. The argument is therefore interesting 


but indecisive.?* 


This indecisive state is accented when Kayne 
(1972:33) admits "...French, a language with subject clitics is the 
only (emphasis added GWP) Romance language to have a complex inversion 
construction." 

A copying solution to complex inversion faces these problems: 
1) Certain NP pronoun (clitic) combinations show that reduplication 
of the NP in preverbal position is not an appropriate means of 
derivation. 2) A pure inversion transformation is required for at 
least some clitics. 3) COPY would in effect duplicate the inversion 
process as well as introduce restrictions on pronominalization (i.e. 
only number, person and gender features are retained). 

Two of Kayne's arguments, the nous - on alternation and 
the universal clitic hypothesis are weak. However, his demonstration 
that ce sometimes appears as ce (examples (48)-(49)) and sometimes as 
tl (examples (38)-(39)) is convincing evidence that COPY is untenable. 
We are then led to accept one of two alternatives for collapsing 
complex inversion and SUBJ-CL-INV: 1) the transformational insertion 
of a (reduplicated) clitic in normal subject (preverbal) position, 


upon which SUBJ-CL-INV operates in the usual way; 2) the generation 


of clitics by phrase structure rules. 


“Kayne (1971) argues that there is no pronominalization transformation 
in French. Such a transformation is crucial for a copying solution 
to complex inversion. 
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5.4 A transformational solution 


Hirschbuhler (1969) has proposed a version of the trans- 
formational solution. He suggested a four phase analysis to account 


for the original problem posed by (10). 


(10) Ou a-t-il mangé? 

Where did he eat? 
(11) Ou Paul a-t-il mangé? 

Where did Paul eat? 
(12) Ou a mangé Paul? 


Where did Paul eat? 


His phases are concisely summarized by Langacker (1971:17) as follows: 

(a) A pronoun subject is adjoined as the left-most 
element of the verb group. 

(b) A non-pronominal subject is reduplicated as a pronoun 
that is attached as the left-most element of the verb 
group. 

(c) A pronoun attached as the left-most element of the 
verb group is permuted with the first following 
verbal element (the auxiliary or main verb). 

(d) A non-pronominal subject is transported and attached 
to the right of the main verb.’° 


This analysis has the advantage over Langacker's (1965) 


‘Stangacker says of this proposal "it was motivated mainly to avoid the 
order problem illustrated in [(10)-(12)], which I do not believe to be 
a real problem." 
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proposal in that it avoids the order problem inherent in (10)-(12). 
This is a significant problem because without the dichotomy permitted 
in (c) and (d) above, only an ad hoc adjustment can allow the separa- 
tion of (10) from (12). Since (c) and (d) in Hirschbuhler's analysis 
provide the same distinction as Kayne's STYL-INV and SUBJ-CL-INV, and 
since Kayne's analysis has the additional support of noninterrogative 
structures, we will follow Kayne's terminology here. 

The motivation for (a) in Hirschbuhler's scheme has to do 
with phonological phenomena associated with verb phrases. French has 
a rigidly controlled set of morphophonemic alternations usually 
characterized as elision and linking (or liaison). Elision is the 


dropping of prevocalic schwa as in (59). 


(59) a. Elle préfére le francais 
/el prefer la frase/ 
She likes French best. 
b. Il prefere l'anglais. 
/il prefer lagle/ 


He likes English best. 


Linking refers to the appearance of consonants in prevocalic position 
that do not appear in preconsonantal position: 
(60) a. Ils regardent le film. 
/il regard le film/ 
They watch the film. 
b. Ils @écoutent la radio. 
jilezekutelasgcadio/ 


They listen to the radio. 
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Linking does not occur between singular nouns and following verbs: '® 


(61) L'enfant aime sa mére. 
/lafa em sa mer/ 


The child loves her mother. 


If the subject clitics are attached to the verb phrase, then a 
convenient means of constraining linking to phrase internal elements 
is provided. 

Hirschbuhler's phase (b) provides a derivation of 


reduplicated sequences like those in (62): 


(62) a. Jean, il est malade. 
John, he is sick. 
b. Ma femme, elle est enceinte. 
My wife, she is pregnant. 


c. Moi, je voudrais bien terminer cette these. 
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Me, I would very much like to finish this thesis. 


It can be seen then, from this short presentation that 
Hirschbuhler's analysis effectively accounts for all of the conditions 
required by Kayne and that there is no substantial distinction between 
the two. 

Langacker (1971:47) makes an interesting suggestion that 
rather than having a clitic insertion or pronominalization rule, there 


might in fact be some value in deriving complex inversions through a 


16nelattre has made several studies of the conditions under which 
optional violations of this principle occur. See Delattre (1966). 
He gives a summary in Delattre (1952). 
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process of copying, in preverbal position, an underlying postverbal 
subject. The problem with this suggestion is how to account for the 


variant subject positions in sentences like (10)-(12). 


(10) Ou a-t-il mangé? 

Where did he eat? 
(11) OU Paul a-t-il mangé? 

Where did Paul eat? 
(12) OU a mangé Paul? 


Where did Paul eat? 


Langacker's suggestion raises the problem of the source of subject clitics. 
Hirschbuhler proposed two sources for the clitics: clitics which 
ultimately appeared in simple inversion derived from underlying pro- 

nouns and clitics in complex inversions derived from a COPY rule. 
Hirschbuhler's COPY rule runs into the inevitable difficulty with NPs 

like cela because cela takes ce as its preverbal clitic partner but 


tl as its postverbal equivalent. Some other alternative is needed. 


5.5 Dislocation, reduplication and focus 


This section examines an array of data relating to 
reduplication, especially of the type envisaged by Hirschbuhler's COPY 
rule. The subject pronouns in sentences (63)-(65) reveal the 
alternation between the set of subject clitics and their corresponding 
strong forms. 

(63)8 agncdéol' at vu 


I saw him. 
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I saw him. 
Cope Loa VitemCts 
I saw him. 
(64) a. Tu chantes bien. 
You sing well. 
b. Tot, tu chantes bien. 
You sing well. 
c. Yu chantes bien, tot. 
You sing well. 
(65) a. Il promet d'envoyer un cadeau. 
He promises to send a present. 
b. Lut, tl promet d'envoyer un cadeau. 
He promises to send a present. 
c. Il promet d'envoyer un cadeau, lut. 


He promises to send a present. 


The subject clitics in usual declarative position are phonologically 


distinct from their dislocated equivalents: 


C6G)emea, Pc ric b. dislocated 
je moi 
tu toi 
il/elle lui/elle 


The concept of strong versus weak forms is stated in functional 
terms in LeBidois and LeBidois (1968,1:129): 
...la fonction de sujet a été réservée, nous 1'avons 


dit, aux forms faibles, je, tu, tl (pour le singulier), 
tls (pour le pluriel). Mais il arrive que ces formes, 
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étant inaccentuées, paraissent trop peu frappantes pour 

satisfaire l'esprit, pour le saisir avec force de la 

designation de personne; aussi a-t-on recours aux formes 
fortes W071, tot, Wut, eum)’. 

In a specific treatment of Zut in subject position they say (p.143): 
On comprend que le nominal ainsi employé convient 
particuliérement lorsqu'a l'aide du personnel on 
veut souligner une opposition. 

In using the terms "forme forte", "force de la désignation" 
and "souligner une opposition" it is clear that LeBidois and LeBidois 
are referring to a focused element in surface structure. They 
reflect, essentially, instances of Sweet's statement about English 


(quoted by Chambers 1970:26): 


The most general way of making a word prominent is by 
putting it before the others--if possible, at the beginning 
of the sentence.... 

There is a more general principle of position-emphasis-—- 
that of making a word more conspicuous by putting it in any 
abnormal--that is, unexpected, position. 


In parallel fashion LeBidois and LeBidois state (11:59): 

Au lieu de présenter la pensée sous une forme logique, 

chaque mot se trouvant a la place réguliére que 

semblent lui imposer sa signification et sa fonction 

syntaxique, on la présente sous une forme disloquée 

voire désordonnée, avec des anticipations et des 

reprises ou les "représentants" (personnels ou 

démonstratifs) jouent un role de premiére importance. 
They call surface focus the "mise en relief" or "un mot ou groupe de 
mots qui est déja dans l'esprit du locuteur." That is when the speaker 
intends to emphasize some concept, he has several syntactic possibilities 
open to him. 

Dislocation is one such possibility. There are two kinds 


of dislocation. LeBidois and LeBidois call them "dislocation par 


anticipation" and "dislocation par reprise." The following discussion 
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will treat these as "dislocation" and "reduplication" respectively. 
Dislocation of the subject appears in the following 
sentences: 
(67) Ils ne sont pas morts ces obscurs enfants du hameau. 
These poor unknown children of the hamlet 
are not dead. 
(68) Ca ne me va pas la facon dont cet homme s'est 
introduit chez moi. 
I don't think much of the way he wangled 
his way into my house. 
(69) OU était-72 donc, ce Yann? 
This Yann, where on earth was he? 
(70) C'est si orgueuilleux, ces Corses.'’ 


Those Corsicans are so damned proud. 


It is evident from these examples that dislocation refers 
to the appearance of the subject NP in postverbal position. A 
subject clitic represents the NP in the usual preverbal position. 
The following examples demonstrate dislocation of the object: 
(71) Je la reconnais enfin, cette putssance, et je 
demande seulement de ne pas la discuter. 


I have at last come to accept this power 


and all I ask is that we no longer mention it. 


17kxample (70) is a construction in which it is possible for the 
indefinite (demonstrative) ce to be the pronominal equivalent of NPs 
such as ces Corses "those Corsicans'". In this particular example 
the force of focus is supported by ce. The substitution of tls sont 
for c'est weakens the effective stress of the sentence. 
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(72) Quand on Zut demanda G@ cette jeune fille pure et 
sinple ss... 
When we asked this simple, naive girl.... 
(73) Mais enfin, on y entre, a l'Académie, on y arrive.... 
But, after all, people do get admitted to 


the Academy; people do make it. 


Parallel to the sentences with dislocated subjects, the last 
group of examples demonstrate that the object NP is represented by 
an object pronoun in the usual position, but that the object NP also 
occupies its normal postverbal position. 

LeBidois and LeBidois (1968,I11:61) contrast dislocated 
sentences with reduplicated sentences on the basis of ‘affective 
stylistics'. They claim that dislocated sentences are primarily a 
stylistic device for representing focused elements while sentences 
with reduplicated elements are derived "soit afin de rendre 1'expres- 
sion plus claire ou plus vigoureuse, soit en vue de rattacher 
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étroitement le terme en question a la phrase précédente. 


Reduplicated sentences are of the following types: 


(74) Ses espadrilles, on eut dit qu'elles ajoutaient au 
silence. 
One would have said that his canvas shoes 
increased the silence. 
(75) Un noble, s‘'tl vit chez lui dans sa province, 22 vit 
libre, mais sans appui. 


18poth of these alternatives depend upon discourse contextual 
features in a very specific way. 
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A nobleman who lives in his home province 
lives freely but without protection. 
(76) I1 faut que le boeuf, t1 devienne comme une éponge... 
The beef has to become like a sponge... 
(77) Ces vieux, ca n'a qu'une goutte de sang dans les 
veines, et a la moindre émotion, elle leur saute au 
visage,}? 
These old people have such thin blood and 
at the least upset it rushes to their temples. 
The focused subjects in these sentences are represented by subject 
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clitics in the preverb position. All of these examples show an 


intonation break between the fully specified NP and the following 
constituent. Langacker (1971:14) claims that some speakers permit 


sentences like (78) without the intonation break. 


(78) Ton pere il t'appelle. 
Your father he's calling you. 
Objects can also be reduplicated: 


(79) Les grandes personnes peuvent parler tant qu'elles 


veulent...Les enfants, on les fait taire.”? 


19as in (70) in certain styles and dialects ea is permitted as a 
pronominal form of human NPs. 


201 eBidois and LeBidois (1968,I1,61) specifically state that some of 
these examples would no longer be permissible in standard-cultivated- 
French. Native speakers, however, accept such sentences readily. 


*lthe contextual framework of this sentence makes a particularly 
striking example of the functionally contrastive value of 


reduplication. 
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Grown-ups can talk as much as they like..., 
Children are obliged to be quiet. 
(80) Les troupes qu'il commandait, on en faisait le 
sacrifice. 
The troops that he was commanding were the 
ones being sacrificed. 
(81) Du moins, ce passé, ne me le reproche pas. 


At least don't hold my past against me. 


In these examples the NP object precedes the VP constituent which 
contains a pronominal equivalent of the NP. Sentence (82) shows 
that both dislocation and reduplication can appear in the same 


sentence with respect to the same element. 


(82) Oudin! il n'est pas nerveux non plus celui-la! 


Oudin! He's not any too nervous himself. 


There are variants of these two basic processes for 
stressing certain elements. One forceful modification of reduplica- 
tion is the appearance in sentence initial position of conjunctions 


hikesete"and andimate ‘but! 


(83) Et leur charrette quit est restée sous la grande porte! 
And their carriage that stayed in the entrance! 
(84) Mais ce lambin d'Htivert qui n'arrive pas! 


But this Hivert that just doesn't want to come! 


In these constructions the focused NP is represented by a relative 


pronoun in what appears to be a reduplication position. 
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A second modification to reduplication is the equivalent 


of English clefting as in sentences like (85)-(87). 


(85) C'est le curé qui va rire! 
It's the priest who's going to laugh. 

(86) C'est la distillerte qui entendit de singuliers 

offices! 

The distillery was witness to some strange 
carryings on! 

(87) A ta place c'est mot qut achéterais un joli bateau! 
If I were you I'd be the one to buy a nice 


boat. 


LeBidois and LeBidois (1968,11:64) make a stylistic 


distinction between sentences (85)-(87) and (88). 


(88) C'est lut quit m‘'a ouvert la porte. 


He's the one who opened the door for me. 


They claim that (88) is more usual than (85)-(86). In addition 
LeBidois and LeBidois (1968 1:118) say that the construction of 


sentence (89) "dirige brusquement, violemment, la lumiére." 


(89) C'est tot qut l'as nommé. 
It's you who named him. (i.e. You're the 


one who named him.) 


(89) is virtually identical in form to (88) and is an 
example of clefted focus. The significant features of this construc- 
tion are a focused NP followed by a relative pronoun representing it. 


While (85) and (88) and (89) have the same superficial 
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syntactic structures, their affective values are different. The 
latter two, as already implied, focus the subject and supply new 
information. The former, on the other hand, stresses the fact that 
the priest will have a really good laugh. Although someone else 
might also have a good laugh, the priest will be the one who gets 
the most out of the joke. Furthermore, the whole sentence merely 
comments on something everybody (speaker and addressee) already 
knows. There is no new information introduced. Therefore, although 
the syntactic patterns of a set of sentences are identical, the 
individual interpretation attributed to a particular sentence is 
determined in part by the choice of lexical items.*? 


In addition to the normal clefting represented in (85)- 


(87) there are sentences like the answers in (90) and (92). 
(90) Q: Pourquoi criez-vous comme ca? 


Why are you screaming that way? 
A: C'est mon pauvre chien que j'ai perdu. 
I lost my poor dog. 
(91) Q: Ca ne va pas? 
What's the matter? 
A: C'est ma mere qui est morte. 
I've lost my mother. 
(92) Q: Qu'est-ce? 


What's that? 


*2This interaction between syntax and lexicon is an area requiring 
considerable work before it can be properly understood. 
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A: Une énorme grive qu'on apporte. 


They're bringing an enormous thrush. 


Although the specific discourse environment affects the interpretation 


given to the answers, it is clear through comparison with clefts like 


(83) that (90) and (92) are clefted. LeBidois and LeBidois (1968,II:64) 


say that c’est is implied in (92). If their statement is taken to 
mean that (92) and (93) are essentially paraphrases of each other, 
and since (93) is cleft then (92) is also a cleft sentence with the 


deletion of c’est. 


(93) C'est une énorme grive qu'on apporte. 


It's an enormous thrush they're bringing. 


A third variant, dependent upon the combination of elements 


already inherent in the above sentences appears in (94). 


(94) Ce fantdme-la, ce fut lut que j'apercus.... 


That was the ghost that I saw .... 


The clefting element c’est...que occurs as ce fut lut que. The que is 


the relative pronoun equivalent of luz. At the same time luz is the 
object pronoun equivalent of ce fantdme-la. The focused NP ce 
fantdme-1la then has two reduplicated forms: lui and que. This 


sentence cannot have a form (95) parallel to (92) and (93). 
(95) *C'est ce fantdme-la ce fut lui que j'apercus. 


A fourth variation of the reduplicated structure appears in 
(96) and (97). 


(96) Jusqu'aux poules quit s'en mélent! 
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Everybody's sticking their nose into it. 
(97) Jusqu'a mes [autographes de] Charles-Quint... qu'on 
me conteste maintenant! 
It's gone as far as my [autographs of] 


Charles V that they are contesting now. 


These sentences contain a prenominal jusqu'a and a postnominal 
relative clause. Similar to the sentences with jusqu'd are those 
like (98) and (99) with pour and quant a as topicalizers. 
(98) Pour les aprés dinées, je les livrais totalement 4 
mon humeur oisive et nonchalante. 
As for the evenings, I used to let my idle 
and carefree nature take them over. 
(99) Quant au frére Gaucher... il n'en fut plus question 
dans le couvent. 
As for Brother Gaucher... there was no more 


mention of him in the convent. 


Sentences (98) and (99) are distinguished from (96) and (97) in that 
they do not reduplicate as relatives. It is possible to have variants 


of (98) and (99) in which relatives do occur: 


(100) Quant & mon pére, qut est vieux, 72 aime voyager. 
As for my father, who is old, he likes to travel. 
The relative in (100) is dominated by quant a and it is the whole 
sequence mon pére qui est vieux which is reduplicated as 7~Z. Types 
(98) and (100) are then merely special instances of primary reduplica- 
tion with an added focus phrase. 


In summary, then the following declarative sentences 
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illustrate focus devices: 


(67) 


(71) 


(76) 


(81) 


(83) 


(85) 


(92) 


(94) 


(96) 


(98) 


Ils ne sont pas morts ces obscurs enfants du hameau. 
(dislocation of subject) 
Je la reconnais enfin, cette puissance. (dislocation 
of object) 
Il faut que le boeuf, tl devienne... (reduplication of 
subject) 
Du moins, ce passé, ne me le reproche pas. (reduplica- 
tion of object) 
Et leur charette, qui est restée sous la grande porte! 
(et + reduplication) 
C'est le curé quit va rire! (clefting) 
Une énorme grive qu'on apporte. (clefting) 
Ce fantdme-la ce fut lut que j'apercus.... (reduplica- 
tion and clefting) 
Jusqu'au poules qui s'en mélent! (jusqu'a + clefting) 
Pour les aprés-dinées, je les livrais.... 


(pour + reduplication) 


All of these sentences contain both fully specified NPs and 


a reduced copy of the NP. The reduced copy may be either a relative 


pronoun**, a subject clitic or an object clitic. "Dislocation" and 


"reduplication" 


are distinguished by the positions of the full NP in 


231 eBidois and LeBidois (1968,1:273) prefer the term "'conjonctif" to 
"relatif" because of the "force conjoignante, fortement unissante" of 
these words. The connection between this and Thompson's (1971) pro- 
posal for English might be fruitfully explored. 


216 


: a c 
' , Pee : : 
ta A ; - a 
| | , Vi i Be i» 
¢ \ i 7 : ~ a + <i re 3 


‘(asetaie to | mteta) 
moitapoietb) — enki eiteo «niice skeanopes sk au 


 Gisegdo to 
to noidnothqvbes) \..sadblveb SS Axsdt oop 4usd ET (NY 7 : 
(isstdve. atts PAG : 
~eotiqubst) .eng sdséaqer sj sm 5a eeng So ,entom ud (£6) wa : 
Aagetde towels a 
ledsoq sbaexg ef eyon ofdest Jes bup, .sasszeds quel 3a (€8) . — - 
| (noldsoliqubss + +8) . = - 7 
(gitks3ef5) lesttr av hip Sah of teas'D (€8) 
(aati telo) ,sitogqs ao'sp svar, serrons) sa ($2) 
-sotlqubay) ... .2ho7aqs' £ aup Sul 20% so Siena, 9 (He) 
(gnk3%elo fine oolt 
(gnktisis + %° sponte) laneiSm as" e bop ealireg ve'upew (02) s f. 
_. .atatvit aol of josSath-eieqn sol w0d (82) | _ 
(natteoliqubss + suioq) ; ptt GR 


baw. 214 betibosge yilut 30d aietao> avonesnse seuss 20 LIA - | i, = ¢ a 


aviasier 5 redsis ad yam yqoo besubes efT <4 ad3 to yqod vaio | ae 
brie "wokseootend .pithfo gootde aa zo obitfo toatdua & sens - 


a} att 


€ at 7 
Sa : i 


: a = a = 


ae | 


relation to its copy. A dislocated NP appears to the right and a 
reduplicated NP to the left of its copy. When the NP is to the 
left, relativization is possible. An NP to the right permits only 
dislocation. 

A second general observation about focused sentences is that 
the pronominal copy always occurs in the same position it occupies 
in non-focused sentences. 

The general data on focused elements are used, in the 
following section, as the basis for discussion of the underlying 
nature of such sentences, and ultimately of interrogatives showing 


complex inversion. 


530 Focus, repeated elements and underlying structures 


As outlined in section 5.4 Hirschbuhler (1969) proposed that 
all complex inversions be derived via reduplication of an NP subject 
as a preverbal clitic. Kayne (1972, see section 5.3 above) has argued 
against such a solution. This section examines a proposal which is 
an elaboration of the Hirschbuhler reduplication analysis. The elabora- 
tion consists of describing reduplicated sentences as deriving from 
two or more conjoined underlying sentences. 

Focused pronouns occur in phrase final position. They also 
occur in their phonologically stressed forms in this syntactic 
environment. These two facts interrelate with other general properties 
of French stress. The final syllable of a word, phrase or sentence 


may be phonologically stressed (Fouché, 1959 introduction; Delattre, 
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1938). The occurrence of stressed mot alongside unstressed je in 
(63 b) is then merely a manifestation of general properties of 


French, since it contains at least two full phrases. 


(63) b. Mot, je l'ai vu. 
The information revealed in (101)-(104) Suggests that (55 b) consists, 
in fact, of two sentences. 
(101) a. Votre pére part. 
Your father is leaving. 
b. I1 part. 
He is leaving. 
(102) Votre pére, il part. 
Your father, he's leaving. 
(103) C'est votre pére qui part. 
It's your father who's leaving. 
(104) C'est votre pére. I1 part. 


It's your father. He's leaving. 


Each sentence in (104) is simple, and the pair could be paraphrased 


as™C105)* 
(105) C'est votre pere. Votre pére part. 


It's your father. Your father is leaving. 


That is, if two NPs votre pére are coreferential, it is possible to 
reduce (105) to (104) through pronominalization of the second NP. 

It is also the case that (103) is closely linked to (105) in 
meaning. However, (103) contains a focused element not necessarily pre- 


sent in either (104) or (105). Sentence (103) also assumes (presupposes) 
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that the addressee is aware that 'someone' is leaving and the 
speaker is identifying the subject (by filling in specific informa- 
tion at the subject NP node.) 

In a like fashion (102) and (105) share basic features of 
meaning. Votre pére in (102) is focused but differs from (103) in 
that the second phrase (t2 part) contains information presumed not 
to be known to the addressee. 

Each of the sentences in (101) can be paraphrased as the 
second member of (105). Sentence (101 b) presupposes that the 
referent of ~Z is known (from the discourse environment), while 
(101 a) presents totally new information. 

Out of this brief discussion derives the observation that 
whenever votre pére appears as a full NP, it is introducing previously 
unknown information. Whenever a pronominal referent (tl, qut) 
occurs, it is reiterating previously known information. This is of 
two types: a) the information (reference) inherent in 72; b) the 
information contained in the verbal element of the relative cause. 
The relative pronoun qut serves to link the information (votre 
pére) to the previously known verb part. The conclusion that can be 
drawn here is that sentences like G01) G02) ands 63)0d0,1n act 
contain two sentences in their underlying structures, summarized by 
sequences like (105). If this is the case and since (105) represents 
the most extensive form which can occur, let us assume that (105) is 
an abbreviation of the shared underlying structure of (101)-(104). 
Other separate features relating to focus and presuppositions are 


responsible for keeping the derived forms in (101)-(104) distinct. 
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These surface forms are derived via transformations which 
pronominalize, delete c'est and in the case of (101 a) delete c'est 
votre pére. 

Each of the above transformations is required independently 
in French. Reduction of the second member of a pair of repeated NP 
elements through pronominalization or relativization is attested in 
the following sequences. 

(106) a. Je vois votre mére. Votre mére achéte une pomme. 
I see your mother. Your mother is buying 
an apple. 

b. Je vois votre mére. Elle achéte une pomme. 
I see your mother. She is buying an apple. 
c. Je vois votre mere, qui achéte une pomme. 


I see your mother, who is buying an apple. 


The deletion of c'est from the topic sentence of (105) is motivated 
by sentences like (92). 
(92) Une énorme grive qu'on apporte. 


The transformation which deletes the object NP of the topic 


sentence is exemplified in the following sentences.” * 


(107) a. Epouse qui t'aime. 
Marry who loves you. 
b. Epouse celle qui t'aime. 
Marry the one who loves you. 


c. Epouse cette femme. Cette femme t'aime. 


74A11 of the (a) sentences of these examples are taken from Bonnard 
(1961). 
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Marry that woman. That woman loves you. 
(108) a. Qui aime bien chatie bien. 
He who loves well disciplines well. 
b. Celui qui aime bien chatie bien. 
The one who loves well disciplines well. 
c. Une personne aime bien. Une personne chatie bien. 
A person loves well. A person disciplines 
well. 
(109) a. J'aime qui m'aime. 
I love (the one) who loves me. 
b. J'aime celle qui m'aime. 
I love the one who loves me. 
c. J'aime cette femme. Cette femme m'aime. 
I love this woman. This woman loves me. 
(110) a. C'est a quoi je pense. 
That's what I'm thinking about. 
b. C'est a cela que je pense. 
Le se ciacethatele nm thinkinosa pois 
c. Crest cela. Je pense a cela. 
It's that. I'm thinking about that. 
All of the (a) sentences in these groups contain a relative pronoun 
without an overt antecedent. Possible paraphrases of the (a) sentences 
occur in (b) and (c). If (c) represents a possible underlying 
structure of (a), then relativization and topic-object—NP deletion 


are both required to derive (a). 
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Since all of the transformations required to derive (101) 
and (104) exist on independent grounds, it is reasonable to conclude 


that there is motivation for the suggested derivation. 


Oa. Reduplication and complex inversion 


If sentences like (102) "Votre pére, il part." can be derived 


from (105) "C'est votre pére. Votre pére part." 


then the reduplication 
process inherent in the derivation will supply, at some point, an 
appropriate string such as (102) for complex inversion. If SUBJ-CL-INV 
applies to (102), (111) will result. 

(111) Votre pére part-il? 

If your father leaving? 

That is, one possible source of complex inversion is intermediate 
"reduplicated' strings resulting from reduction of the second of a 
pair of identical NPs. However, Kayne (1972), as summarized in 
section 5.3 above, has argued against REDUP as the source of complex 
inversion on the grounds that NP - pronoun relationships would thereby 


be distorted and that two separate transformations would be required to 


place clitics in postverbal position. 


There exists, then, a dilemma. The reduplication-focus 
proposal outlined above cannot account for the unusual pronouns in 
sentences like (37)-(45) which showed that quelqu'un, cela, ce + S, 
que + S, rven, tout, ton metlleur ami, and asststance were characterized 
by inadmissible reduplications but at the same time allowed complex 


inversion. Only (37) is reiterated here for the sake of convenience 
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and brevity. 
(37) a. *Quelqu'un, depuis quand m'attend-il? 
b. *Depuis quand m'attend-il, quelqu'un? 


c. Depuis quand quelqu'un m'attend-il? 


A transformational analysis produces clitics via a trans- 
formation. The weakness with this proposal is that focused complex 
inversions like (112) are not distinct from unfocused complex 


inversions like (113). 


(112) Marie, va-t-elle a 1'école? 
Mary, does she go to school? 
(113) Marie va-t-elle a 1'école? 


Does Mary go to school? 


Since (112) and (113) differ in meaning, the derivation ought to reflect 


the source of the focus in (112). Failure to do this is a violation of 


the Katz-Postal meaning preservation constraint. (see Chapter I, sec. 
Ak gi 


In its strongest form the Katz-Postal constraint (KPC) 
would require that all possible elements of meaning be accounted for 
in the linguistic description of a sentence. Since focus is an 
element of meaning excluded from (112) and (113) by Hirschbuhler's 
description, the description would thereby be inadequate. 

At the same time the reduplication-focus derivation suffers 
from a weakness not pointed out by Kayne. The conditions of applica- 
tion for each of the transformations need to be stated so that the 
subtle meaning differences which exist are specified. The general 


conditions for application are those outlined above and are specified 
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in the discourse context and are frequently called the presuppositions. 
Since (see Chapter III)it is presently impracticable in general to 
supply the presuppositional or performative network relevant to a 
particular sentence, it is impracticable to do so in this case in 
particular. However, given the convention proposed in Chapter III 
that all presuppositional information required for particular deriva- 
tions would be assumed to be present, it is possible to state that 
focused sentences may well be derived from a sequence of at least two 
juxtaposed underlying sentences. There is ample formal motivation 
for doing so. While such a source for (112) is possible, it is not 
for (113). The two sentences are therefore distinguished. The 
complex inversion of (112) can be derived via REDUP and subsequent 
SUBJ-CL-INV of elle. We are still left, however, with no source of 


elle in (113). 


Seo. A bo SOLUCLON 


Kayne (1972) proposed that subject clitics (SCL) be generated 
directly into the base by the phrase structure (PS) rules. Subject 


NPs would branch to dominate NP and SCL as in (114). 


(114) NP +, NBs = SCL 
NP' + Det - N — COMP 
Number and gender of third person NPs would be reflected in the corres- 
ponding SCLs. NPs like quelqu'un, cela, que + S, tout, and son metlleur 
ami would take 72 as their corresponding SCL. The SUBJ-CL-INV transforma- 


tion would operate upon these SCL in appropriate environments to yield 
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correct surface structures. 

Since the PS rules of (114) are used for all sentences, 
two deletion transformations SUBJ-CL-DEL (subject clitic deletion) 
and STR-FRM-DEL (strong form deletion) are required to distinguish 


the syntactic configurations of (116), both of which derive from (115). 


(115) lui + il est malin. 
(116) a. Lui est malin. 
He is smart. 
b. Il est malin. 


He's smart. 


These two transformations interact in such a way that if one 

does not apply the other one does. STR-FRM-DEL does not apply in 
emphatic environments (e.g. (116 a)), in which case SUBJ-CL-DEL does. 
There are several problems which arise from this proposal. These 

are given in the following numbered sections: 

1. The PS Proposal cannot provide an appropriate underlying structure 


for sentences like (117). 


GEL7)) tale SPetait beaut 
It's nice weather. 
Heel eréle. 
It's hailing. 
There are never any subjects for (117) other than tl, which cannot 
have an antecedent or any specific referent. The sequence WP al 
in the underlying structure of (117) is unmotivated. 


2. The PS proposal implies that grammatical sequences like (118 a) 
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are derived from -(118). 
(118) cela + il est faux. 
Because of (119 b) some special ad hoc restrictions are required to 
disallow application of STR-FRM-DEL. 
(119) a. Cela est faux. 
That is false. 


b. *I1 est faux. 


3. Most NP' - SCL sequences generated by the PS rules can appear 


in surface structure as focus devices (reduplications): 


Ch20)eea.m Lui, ii rest) mailing 
Him, he's smart. 
De Hux, tls sontepartis. 
Them, they've gone. 
c. Marie, elle est belle. 
Mary, she's pretty. 
This should argue against the mutually exclusive status of superficial, 
strong and weak forms. Kayne denies however, (p.23) that sentences 
like (120) derive from his PS rules because SCL can only appear in 
inversions or in the absence of subject NP. Since (120) contradicts 
this assertion of distribution it is difficult to assess how (120) 
relates to the PS proposal. 
Since all those NPs (quelqu'un, tout, cela, etc.) which 
form an important part of the argument against COPY do not allow 
both subject NPs and SCLs in the same surface declarative sentence 


(as in 121) it is impossible to rationalize the distribution in (120) 


with the excluded (121). 
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(121) *Cela, 11 est faux. 

If the PS proposal provides underlying structures for (120) 
it thereby implies that (121) should be grammatical. Since the 
alternations between cela and tZ implied in (118) do not exist (cf. 
119), the Structure in (lio)e@ecannotabescorrect. Clitie 722 in (122) 


cannot therefore come from the PS hypothesis. 


(122) Cela est-il faux? 


Is that false? 


If, on the other hand, focused sequences like (120) are not 
derivable from underlying NP' - SCL strings, the role of emphasis 
(focus) in distinguishing between Zut est maltn and tl est malin is 
unclear because it is precisely this focused alternation which 
provides the motivation for the dichotomous underlying subject. If 
such alternations are denied, then the PS proposal has no motivation. 
Sentences with nouns in the NP' slot do not undergo an emphasis 
alternation: 

(123) a. Marie va a l‘école. 

Marie goes to school. 
Bb. Elle va-all’ecole: 


She goes to school. 


The differences between these two sentences depend upon contextual 
information (presuppositions, discourse environment, and the Likes) 


The PS proposal does not predict both the emphatic and the unstressed 


sets. 
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4. Although the PS proposal could conceivably account for the 
distributional properties of (120) if it were not for (121) and 


(122), it cannot account for those in (124). 


(124) Cela c'est faux. 


Phat its false. 


Because of (122) "cela est-il faux?" Kayne believes that the NP' - SCL 
string is filled by cela + tl for the NP cela. At the same time (124) 
shows that the declarative version (focused) combines cela and ce. Kayne 
derives ce as the clitic version of strong form Ca. According to 
him cela and ca are unrelated. 

The only conclusion to be drawn from 3. and 4. is that the 
PS proposal, although apparently capable of accounting for focus 
reduplication cannot in fact do so. The only motivation for the PS 
hypothesis comes from sentences with complex inversion which take 
quelqu'un, tout, cela, personne, rten in preverbal subject position. 
We return to this argument in the next section (5.9). 
5. The final argument against the PS hypothesis relates to the 
derivation of subject clitic ce. Kayne derives it transformationally 
(via 'ce cliticization') from strong form ca, before étre. This 


conveniently accounts for the alternation in C125)% 


(125) Ce sera Jean qui gagnera. 
It will be John who wins. 
Ca pourra étre Jean qui gagnera. 


It could be John who wins. 


When ce cliticization applies it leaves the NP' node empty. Two 
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important facts are accounted for in this way: ce does not co-occur 
with 72 in complex inversion (cf. 126) and ce never appears as the 


inverted element in complex inversion (cf. 127). 


(126) a. *C'est-il faux? 
b. *Ce ne serait-il pas faux? 
(127) a. *Pourquoi cela est-ce faux? 
b. *De quelle facon les enfants est-ce marrant? 
However, the idiosyncratic behavior of ce cannot be sufficient justi- 
fication for proposing the NP" - SCL structure for all subjects in 


French. If ce cliticization is a transformation which changes (128) to 


(129), then it could also be constructed so as to change (130) to (131). 


(128) 


[ CA] [ X ] ] - @tre 


Lye NP' SCL 
(130) CA + étre 


(131) ce + étre 
If the latter proposal is possible, and I see no arguments against it, 
then the unnecessary implications outlined in points 1. - 4. of this 


section do not arise. The PS proposal is therefore rejected. 


5.9 Clitic conversion and ‘subject' insertion 


No single solution proposed so far (i.e. clitic formation, 
COPY, reduplication and PS) is a satisfactory source of complex 


inversion by itself. lLangacker (1971:45) suggested that the problems 
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of NP - pronoun correspondance might be solved if a convention that 
"the clitic form of a clitic is the clitic itself" were adopted. He 
offers no arguments in support of the convention. It is a mildly 
attractive convention because it would circumvent the set of 


difficulties illustrated in (132): and (133). 


(132) 0 4.) Cellasestevrai. 
That's true. 
b. Cela est-il vrai? 
Is that true? 
Gi 3) acme Crestaura is 
Let's? true. 
b. Est-ce vrai? 


Is it true? 


The inverted form of demonstrative NP cela is 71 in (132) but ce for 
demonstrative clitic ce in (133). Langacker proposes the conversion 
in an attempt to salvage a reduplication origin of complex inversion. 
If it is to be salvaged, some additional convention will have to be 
invoked which states that all third person non-feminine singular NPs 
take <2 as their inverted clitic forms (as in (3 Dea Kayne foresaw 
this possibility and suggested that the 72 in (132) might be related 


to 72 in the expressions of (134). 


*SThe 'non-feminine' designation is required to prevent 72 from being 
an inverted clitic referring to Marte in: 


(A) *Marie, va-t-il a 1'école? 


This might indicate that masculine is the unmarked gender in French. 


quted wot? 53 sagvexq oF bax: 


3689 nota a 
‘sis batqobs ‘9 : Ms 
yibitor & at st | etic 

to doz odd shim blusw 9t sgusosd etiananb aisbeeeG 
RELY be: «str ni beserzeulls, eskatuobiatb a 


-tety-sebietso 2 (SEL) 


saa 2 3edT : si pqs 
Skery Brads, £190, Bi 
fooms tena st ate 


_staav tes’) 48 (EEL gp 


» Svx3 a'si 
fiery eo-Yeh od ' We 
Tours +h et ; 
rot sh gud (SEL) mt Sr at ola TH evisersanomeh to mtot besttevat eAT | : 


fmolatsynos sid assoqoig rede gnse (EEL) at eo stahis ae 
-tokazsvat xolqmoo lo migkxo aotjeotiqubey s.sgevise of jqmeite as at 
sd o3 oved Iltw aokinevnos Isnotsible smon ,begavisa od 63 at aka 
eM tefugeie saknimei-som moxxoq brifd Dis'aed3 assate fotdw badowak it - 
weestot smynd “*.( (SEL) nk ae) amr otwkto bedzevnt thed3 an ay 


thes) 3 ae 
betslex 9d trigtm (SEL) ot JF ora seas bedesggue bas eiktideaeen ents i 


(BEL) 90 enctesssqxs oda at $3 03 ~ 


.tonett at yobaag ee at ten at 


7 e i ; ; _ . 
_ 7 ae Or ae - 


(134)"a. "Ll fait’ beau. 
It's nice weather. 
b. I1 semble que.... 
Tt seems that... 
Ce eli atauts quest. 


It's necessary that... 


d. Ilya Jean qui veut te poser Sie 


There is John who wants to ask you .... 


The tZ in both (132) and (134) share the common feature of 
being partially empty morphological units. In the former, tZ occupies 
the normal postverbal position of inverted clitics. Since it is in 
subject position and since cela is the logical subject of the 
sentence, 72 is interpreted as a copy of the antecedent cela. This 


interpretation is an interpretation of surface structure only. 


*®Tt should be noted however, that there is a dichotomy between 

(134 a) and (134 b). The latter could simply be the result of extra- 
positioning the clause introduced by que from a position in the NP 

node to the right and leaving the residual 72. Such a derivation of 

tl is not possible for (134 a), although 7Z presumably derives directly 
from an underlying N node in both cases. At the same time, however, 

iL in (134 a) and (134 b) is distinct from the! ze of) (132). 

LeBidois and LeBidois (1968,11:177) make the distinction 
between the two types of 72 as follows: '"'[la langue francaise] use 
du représentant personnel devant les verbes de la facon ordinaire, 
Dinese, Dinadime, (LL meurrs elle se sert du nominal dans ces phrases 
d'une nature particuliére ou le verbe est soit unipersonnel, 71 pleut, 
tl faut, tl appert, soit pris impersonnellement, 72 est des lieux, il y 
a des occastons ou, tl me souvtent que, tl suffit que, tl sted que, 
etc. Ces phrases sont dites impersonnelles." 

While their second dichotomy seems to be appropriate the 
difference between 72 aime and tl pleut does not reside in the nominal 
(NP) status of 72 in the latter. The subject 72 of 712 pleut behaves 
in all instances like a clitic and is therefore a clitic, whatever its 


referent(s) may be. 
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Similarly in (134) ¢tZ occupies the subject position but 
since no fully specified NP is possible (cf. 135), <2 cannot have 
an antecedent either overtly or contextually. 

(135) a. *Les nuages pleuvent. 

b. *Le ciel pleut. 
Because there can be no antecedent in (135) t2 has no specific 
semantic referent and is traditionally called the impersonal pronoun 
(and its function the impersonal subject). It is only the fact that 
tl in (132) has a possible antecedent which distinguishes it from the 
tl of (134 a). Since the distinction arises from the co-occurrence 
restrictions on verbs like pleuvotr "to rain" rather than from any 
character inherent in the 7Z, it can be concluded that tZ in (132 b) 


is as equally empty as 72 of (134). 


Kayne used the sentences of (40) to argue against a 


reduplication origin of complex inversion. 


(40) a. Que Jacques att dit cela ne vous intéresse-t-tl 
pas? 
Doesn't it interest you that Jack said that? 
b. *Que Jacques att dit cela ne vous intéresse sirement 
pas et 72 ne m'intéresse pas, moi non plus. 
c. Que Jacques ait dit cela ne vous intéresse sfirement 
pas et cela ne m'intéresse pas moi non plus. 
That Jack said that certainly doesn't interest 
you and that doesn't interest me either. 


d. *Que Jacques ait dit cela ne vous intéresse-ce pas? 


_— si as ; 
ee 43 


meer 
Ve ae 


Ne 
os 


e6L, : 


twas tatp oat * 

atibosgqe on aad Th (CEL) ns sovbsdazns oo en 
nuototg lanoa1eqmt. wie bates Alswoti thes at bas, aosrstox 
yatt toe? of3 ylno st 31 Ageasenk tagoatogmt efit nobzoqut eat Ne 
oi3 mort 7% agdetigatseth doadw Insbepedhe didtezoq « and (se) a Th 
gone tt039-09 bool moz3 itt edie on breks ens sonke .(m d€£) to rs 
You mors ass 1sd9e3 "ater 02” stent aaii adisy no oalatiioes 
(¢ SEE) ab S¥ sudt bobulonos od nbo 3f ae sfo mi dasrvadnk “aeaBzer | 
Gr) t I ee yages “iiaups es at 

s Jantsge sugue of (04) 20 geoneanse silt been omyed 7a 7 

| oketovat xgiqmns to oigtvo notiaskiqubsy 


\i=4-seeevdindevov on sian 335 sop esirpesl oh a (0A) 


ae . 
a s 
; Tasq ; ae Te a 
Ape i rw . : 
“Shedd bies tos. tesa soy teozeiat Af 3" aee00 ot 
juomosle ezeatbant auoy or Digs ath ip soupunh au ig, _— 


-8ulg now tom ven seeszaa0"m on iS 39 eq 
tnonsrGe seasaB int aed - see ‘aaa ths, Lead aup 
“eutq- not. ton ‘aq’ eas | 
iain a! meso vlan sat pear eat 
=, aa Si - 
ou? re ens ee Se ne 


Sentence (40 a) is parallel to (124 b) and the 7Z has the same 
subject filling role. In the affirmative (40 c) this subject role 
is designated by cela, a fully specified NP with demonstrative value. 
The object of the demonstrative sense is the sentence initial 
nominalization. Since the subject position is occupied by an NP it 
is not possible to claim that the slot is morphologically empty. 
That this is so is illustrated by the sentences in (136), each of 


which is a possible paraphrase of (40 c). 


(136) Que Jacques ait dit cela ne vous intéresse siirement 
pas et 


Za 
a) cet evénement 


ne m'intéresse pas 


PSG ARIE k? moi non plus 


c) cette histoire 


Only NPs with demonstrative determiners can occur in the 


variable slot of (136): 


(137) *Que Jacques ait dit cela ne vous interesse surement 


pas et 


eS ; 
a) un @vénement pareil 


e a 
ne m'interesse pas 


b).” un tel fait ge mile 


c) ume si grande nouvelle 


This fact is undoubtedly related to the restrictions on 
(40 c). That is, the contrast between (136) and (137) is reflected 
directly in (40 c) by the fact that only cela and cect are possible 


27411 of the sentences in (137) are grammatical as separate sentences 
unrelated to (40 c). They are not possible paraphrases of (40 c). 
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nominals in such structures. Both of these are demonstratives. 

The problem then revolves around the nature of 72 in (40 a). 
That is, ~l and cela are distinct but il appears to be the inverted 
version of cela. 

This conclusion forces a re-evaluation of the notion of 
the 2Z convention outlined as an appendix to Langacker's clitic- 
clitic convention. Since 7d appears in constructions in which its 
only function is to designate the subject position, this fact ought 
to be stated as a rule with the following integration into the 
regular rule scheme. 

Inversion of an NP which is unmarked for gender converts 
that NP into 72. This rule is compatible with Langacker's clitic- 
clitic rule. The conversion implies two processes: 7t2 formation 
and inversion. Since 72 formation is required only for postverbal 
elements, it is reasonable to assume that it applies logically after 
inversion. If this is the case, it may be possible to rescue the 
REDUP (reduplication) source of complex inversion. 

All of the difficulties with a COPY arise from examples in 
which the noun of the NP is not specified overtly in the surface 
structure. Sentence (40) is such an example, so are those sentences 
with quelqu'un, rien, personne, tout, and ton metlleur amt. Each of 
these terms refers to a general category of objects and whatever 
specific nominal element may be understood as an instantiation of the 
category is not specified. Inverted versions of such terms are il: 
these inversions contain the empty subject marker 72 and it is 


precisely the appearance of the subject marker in postverbal position 
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which marks the sentence as an interrogative. As such the tZ is 
virtually an interrogative particle. 

Given an inversion rule and two related rules which 
preserve clitics and convert nonspecific NPs into tl postverbally 
(clitic conversion), the pairs in (138) and (139) lead the way to 


a solution to the complex inversion problem. 


(138) a. *Cela, il est vrai. (putative focus) 
De ucela se West vrais (focused) 
That ts true. 
(139) a. Cela est-il vrai? (unfocused ) 
Is that true? 
b. Cela, est-ce vrai? (focused) 


Is that true? 


In (138) it is seen that 7Z cannot be the reduplicated 
version of a focused demonstrative, only ce can serve in this 
capacity. However, (139 a) shows that tZ does function as the subject 
slot marker when no focus is present. There are then two tentative 
sources of complex inversion: a) clitic conversion, as in (139 a); 
and, b) reduplication plus inversion, as in (139 b). 

Clitic conversion occurs in highly restricted environments 
namely when there is a @ morpheme present and the subject NP is a 
noun. The surface results of the clitic conversion transformations 
are always complex inversions. 

The product of clitic conversion is always postverbal 71. 


This ~Z is morphologically empty. In lieu of any other subject 


Usehe 


yiiadaevaeeq 3s aint af oitkosqunen yrevires tis wokitio 3 viees- 
ot vbw odd beet (GEL) bes (BEL) at exteq edt, cnntadincoeh aiakor tae 
meiderg aokereval xeiqaoo ada o7 molsuloa - 


(ausot aviisesuq) -teav yas [i ,sfad*® .s (BEI) et oa 
(boeu002) .fexv tee’ ,eied .d in ark eee ; 
caus ot dott i * nd 

(boeuootm)  Siewy fi~see sod .8 (RED) 9 1” 

fourt death ef et 

(heguoot) Sisivy so-tes pied .d . ania 

veut: Hatt et 5459 

i: ie 

betsekiqubss sdt od Jones I dadd ogee ef 22 (8EL) al 

eid? ni sviee nso 35 yin <ovissxsanomsb beauned 8 to pater 

ssotdiue oft es noftoaui esob 5 Jala eworls {s S&L) Sachin poe re 


“Ay iP oo 4 
avitsiness ow essa Sts etodt trene sq ai auoot on sie senlsan tole 


i(e er) ne ae .sokaas 3 okstte, (s :noberevnt eae to seotu0e . 
a i ‘oh - 
-(d R60) ah Bh svobaxoval eulg sai sun kT aobien’ (d baa * 


. <3 te 
stuomnoiivas betotitess vliigkd ak -B1ya20 nokarevacs obs sL9 7 7 
Seek atle 7 
+8 sot hm nei tron 4 a ase a 
a re | 5 7 


snokemroteanss notetewnns ot3kio wie ™“ pcm =e odT 
Lal ape Pw x 


236 


marker in this position, it serves to mark the construction as an 
interrogative. Given these three observations it is reasonable to 
assume that the phonological sequence ¢Z could be inserted trans- 
formationally without reference to clitic-clitic rules, clitic 
conversion or any other conversion or permutation processes. The 
insertion of 7Z in postverbal subject position would not modify the 
underlying meaning in any way. The @ morpheme and an unspecified 
unreduplicated preverbal subject NP would be the trigger for post- 
verbal (subject) tZ insertion (7Z INSERT). Clitic conversion can 
therefore be replaced by tZ INSERT as the partner of reduplication 
and SUBJ-CL-INV as sources of complex inversions. 

Langacker (1965) and Hirschbuhler (1969) both proposed 
that copying or reduplication was involved in the derivation of 
complex inversions. Langacker's (1965) proposal is inadequate because 
it cannot distinguish between the positions of inverted clitics and 
inverted NPs in complex inversions. Hirschbuhler's proposal attempted 
to avoid this problem by producing reduplicated preverbal clitics 
for all complex inversions. Kayne (1972) has shown that not all 
complex inversions can derive from reduplications because of 
alternations between the preverbal and the postverbal clitics 
corresponding to certain NPs. However, since reduplication is neces- 
sary as a focus device in French and since there are focused complex 
inversions, reduplication is required for at least some complex 


inversions. 


Kayne proposed that complex inversions all be treated as 
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deriving from underlying bipartite subject NPs (NP' - SCL). This 

PS proposal is untenable because it makes incorrect predictions 
about alternating forms (cf. (118), (120), (122), (125)) and because 
it does not properly motivate treatment of Ga - ce alternations as 
being manifestations of NP' - SCL structures. Kayne's PS proposal 
takes advantage of the Free Ride Principle (Zwicky, 1970)7° by 
generating clitics preverbally. This principle is a "methodological 
rule of thumb" which is used when deciding between two or more 
alternatives which produce the same derived structures. If one of 
the alternatives increases the domain of an independently motivated 
transformation, then that solution is selected from among the 
contenders. The output of such a rule gets a free ride on the 
second. The free ride in this instance occurs when SUBJ-CL-INV 
applies. Since the result of clitic insertion is always the post- 
verbal phonological unit 72 and since this unit is only a marker of 
subject position and not a clitic in the usual sense, the use of 

the Free Ride Principle is unnecessary. Since it is unnecessary, any 


proposed generalization captured through its use is a spurious one. 


5.10 Conclusion 


The statement of complex inversion ought to be as follows. 


SUBJ-CL-INV applies to reduplicated (focused) clitics. There is no 


*8cary Prideaux brought Zwicky's article to my attention. For 
outstanding examples of the principle at work in phonology, see J. 
Harris' and S. Schane's articles in Casagrande and Saciuk (1972). 

For criticism of the principle in phonology see Creore (forthcoming). 
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change in the phonological structure of clitics which undergo this 
transformation. Unreduplicated NPs in the environment of a Q 
provide the trigger for tZ INSERT: the t2 is inserted directly into 
its superficial postverbal position. This diverse origin of complex 


inversions reflects the different natures of 72 in (140) and (141). 


(140). a. Il pleute 
It's raining. 
b. Cela est-il vrai? 
Is that true? (unfocused) 
(141) a. Jeanjsilliivoitaletchien. 
John, he sees the dog. (focused) 
b. Pierre vient-il? 


Is Peter coming? (unfocused) 


One further refinement is required, however. Examples 


like (142) are easily derivable via REDUP and SUBJ-CL-INV. 


(142) Marie, chante-t-elle bien? 


Does Mary sing well? (focused) 
On the other hand it is not possible to derive (143) in this scheme. 


(143) Les filles vont-elles bien? 


Are the girls doing well? (unfocused) 


Therefore there must be some means of retaining gender and number of 
NPs in pronominal equivalents of nonfocused complex inversion construc- 
tions, a problem left unanswered at the end of section 5./ above. 


As was the case with the morphologically empty 7/ discussed 
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above in section 5.9 the clitics in (144) are unvarying except inasmuch 


as they repeat gender and number features of NPs. 


(144) a. Le garcon prend-il trois oranges? 
Does the boy take three oranges? 
b. Les spermophiles mangent-ils de 1'herbe? 
Do ground squirrels eat grass? 
c. Alicia et Vanina sont-elles charmantes? 
Are Alicia and Vanina charming? 
d. Michéle est-elle partie? 


Is Michéle gone? 


This type of interrogative parallels those derived by 72 
INSERT in never having a postverbal noun. Unfocused complex inversions 
of this type parallel those derived by tZ INSERT in that there are 
never any alternations between a postverbal NP and the postverbal 
elitics: 

(145) *Les suisses sont les suisses drdles? 


Are the chipmunks funny? 


There is therefore no motivation to posit a COPY source for the 
clitics. Since there are also no unfocused preverbal reduplications 
possible (cf. 146), there is no reason to posit a REDUP derivation for 


the clitics. 


(146) *Les suisses ils sont drdles. (unfocused) 
Chipmunks are funny. 
Furthermore the only clitics which can appear in unfocused 


complex inversions are in third person: 
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(147) a. *Lui et toi chantez-vous bien? 
Do he and you sing well? 
b. *Toi et moi partons-nous demain? 
Are you and I leaving tomorrow? 
c. *Je suis-je fatigué? 
Am I tired? 
d. *Tu vas-tu a 1'école? 


Do you (fam.) go to school? 


A fourth similarity to tZ produced by 72 INSERT is the 
lack of meaning change associated with the presence of the clitic in 
(143) and (144). The surface function of the clitic is to mark the 
sentence as an interrogative. As such it is a reflection of an 
underlying Q and does not have independent semantic value. 

The only features which distinguish the clitic of (143) 
from 72 insertions are the presence of gender and number. As formulated 
to this point 72 INSERT applied only in sentences in which the subject NP is 
unmarked for gender and number. A slight modification to the effect 
that other third person clitics (v7z. tls, elle/elles)*? are inserted 
when the subject NP is marked for gender and/or number will demonstrate 
the central unity of nonfocused complex inversions. This modified 
tl insertion could then be called 'subject' insertion (SUBJ-INSERT) 
because it inserts clitics in postverbal subject position. 


There are therefore two sources for complex 


297+ should be noted here that while number appears in the orthography 
it is never manifested in oral standard French in this position: post- 
verbal clitics are not subject to phonological linking with following 


vocalic elements. 
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inversions?®, 


a) REDUP plus SUBJ-CL-INV 

b) SUBJ-INSERT 
This solution to the complex inversion problems has the additional 
advantage of avoiding a pronominalization transformation. Kayne 
(1971) argues that French does not have such a transformation. 
Neither SUBJ-CL-INV nor SUBJ-INSERT require pronominalization. The 
former operates upon structures required independently and the 
latter merely attaches a phonological unit to the right of the 


finite verb. 


; ; : 
307his observation accords very nicely with some native speakers 
judgements that unfocused complex inversions are simple interrogatives 
while focused complex inversions are emphasis devices. 
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CHAPTER VI 


FRENCH INTERROGATIVES: E#HST-CE QUE and WH QUESTIONS 


6.0 Introduction 


The third main type of YNQ in French are the so-called 
est-ce que questions. These questions contain a sentence initial 
est-ce que sequence which has the phonological shape /esk(a@)/. 
Examples are: 

(1) a. Elles sont venues. 

They (fem.) came. 
b. Est-ce qu'elles sont venues? 
Did they come? 
(2) a. Votre pére part. 
Your father is leaving. 
b. Est-ce que votre pére part? 
Is your father leaving? 
(3) a. Les soldats ont tué treize femmes et leurs 
enfants. 
The soldiers killed thirteen women and 
their children. 
b. Est-ce que les soldats ont tué treize femmes et 
leurs enfants? 
Did the soldiers kill thirteen women and 


their children? 


6.1 Hst-ce gue as an inversion 


Traditional analyses have regarded the preposed est-ce que 


as a unit. Langacker (1965:595) argued that this approach Le 
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almost certainly wrong" because it does not capture generalizations 
which might be made about distributional properties of certain 
elements in French. One could argue that negative particles and 
adverbs can occur "inside" est-ce que. Sentences (4)-(9) are 
examples of these properties. 
(4) N'est-ce pas que Jean vient? 
Isn't John coming? 
(5) est-\et probable que Jean viendra?! 
Is it likely that John comes? 
(6) Est-ce ainsi que votre pére travaille? 
Does your father work in that way? 
(7) *N'est pas ce que Jean vient? 
(8) “est {C4} que possible Jean vient? 
(9) *Ainsi est-ce que votre pere travaille? 


The ungrammatical sentences in this series show that the intervening 


elements are not randomly permutable to any segment boundary.” 


ISsentence (5) cannot occur with ce in standard (literary) French 


although it does occur in some styles. There is a systematic alterna- 
tion between ce + est and t2 + est when followed by an adjective plus 


complement. 
(A)) “ay CG est vrai 
It's (that°is) true: 


b) Il est vrai que Paul partira demain. 
It's true that Paul will leave tomorrow. 


(B) a) C'est possible. 
It's (that's) possible. 


b) I1 est possible que vous la connaissiez. 
It's possible that you know her. 


*The surface phonological shape of est-ce que is ['esk(a)]. At this 
point in the argument the status of the elements has not been deter- 
mined so the term 'segment' seems adequate. The discussion below 
bears upon the internal structure of the segment. 
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Negative sentences are formed by the attachment of the 
paired particles ”é and pas. In negative declaratives these 
particles appear before and after the verb, respectively, as in 
sentence (10), or surrounding the auxiliary as in (11). 

(10) Jean ne vient pas. 

John doesn't come. 

(11) Jean n'est pas venu.° 

John didn't come. 

(12) We vient-il pas? 

Isn't he coming? 

(13) WN'est-il pas venu. 

Didn't he come? 

The adjective in (5) and the adverb in (6) are similarly 
constrained. In declaratives they appear postverbally, and in 
interrogatives they follow the inverted pronoun, as in: 

(14) I1 est possible que vous ayez raison. 

It is possible that you may be right. 

(15) Est-il possible que vous ayez raison? 

Might you be right? 

One final set of correspondances bears upon the analysis 
of est-ce que and is the one Langacker (1965) stresses. Declarative 
sentences can occur with the preposed structure c’est que. This 
'phrase' has the literal translation tt ts that. This English 
3The ne [no] occurs as m' [n] prevocalically, and the reduction in 
(11) and (13) is not a direct function of the relationship between 


ne and the auxiliary. It is a phonological phenomenon, not a 
syntactic one. 
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phrase is a cleft introducer which serves as a focusing device.” 


C'est que serves an identical function in French and takes surface 
sentential complements. ° 
(16) C'est que votre pére part. 
It's that your father is leaving. 
(17) C'est que Jean vient. 
It's that John is coming. 

It has been argued (Langacker 1965, 1971; Valdman, 1967) 
that this clefting device is the source of est-ce que. The funda- 
mental similarity of the phonological sequences /sek(a)/ and /esk(e)/ 
supports this position. The different ordering of the individual 
phonological elements can be attributed to an inversion process which 
is required on independent grounds. Furthermore the behavior of 
negative particles, adjectives and adverbs is identical for both 
e'est que and est-ce que: 

(18) a. Ce n'est pas que Jean vient. 

“For a recent analysis of cleft sentences in English see Akmajian 
(1970). For a comprehensive survey of proposals see UESP (1969). 
°Tt should be noted here that the structure in question shows many 


parallels to the clefted reduplications of the type (C) discussed 
in section 5.5. 


(C) C'est Jean qui vient. 


In the clefted sentences it is the NP which is the focused element 
whereas in (16) and (17) it is the entire sentential complement 
which is focused. Apart from the complementizer que the two types 
of sentences then have the identical function of focusing a surface 


NP which follows c'est. 


The cleft introducer can have emphatic or causal value. The value 
it has in a particular instance is not relevant here, for detail see 
LeBidois and LeBidois (1968:passim). Langacker (1971) attempts to 
exploit the distinction but it is evident from the discussion below 
that it is an unnecessary distinction in relation to est-ce que. 
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It's not that John is coming. 
b. *Ne c'est pas que Jean vient. 
(19) ded oon probable que Jean viendra. 
It's probable that John will come. 
*(T1 
b. ‘arya que probable Jean viendra. 
(20) a. C'est ainsi que votre pére travaille. 
This is the way your father works. 
b. Ainsi est-ce que votre pére travaille. 
Thus it is that your father works. 
c. *Ainsi est-ce que votre pére travaille?® 


C'est que therefore appears to supply a source for est-ce que. 


6.2 Hst-ce que as a morpheme 


However, the 'cleft-focus' meaning of c'est que is never 
retained in est-ce que. Furthermore I have been unable to find a 
native speaker of French who is willing to accept that the two 
sequences are in any way connected. The more sophisticated will 
believe that there may be a historical connection but steadfastly 
refuse to believe that there might be a synchronic relationship 
between the two. Roulet (1969:150) expresses the same view. 


Terry (1970) argues that est-ce que has an "affective 


®The distinction between (20b) and (20c) resides in the fact that 
certain sentence initial adverbs, (the most common are ainsz "thus", 
en vain "vainly", @ peine "scarcely", peut-étre "maybe", and toujours 
"nevertheless'') require inversion of the following subject and verb. 
Nevertheless (20c) cannot occur as an interrogative, as attested in 
(9). For extensive detail of the inversion in the environment of 
adverbs see LeBidois and LeBidois (1968 II:Chapter 2). 
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intensity" which is greater than other interrogative types. 
Grundstrom (1971:156) disagrees. If Terry were correct, it might 


be possible to defend a cleft origin of est-ce que but his interpre- 


tation of the intensity is not well defended and is open to question.’ 


The cleft - focus value of c'est que is retained in those 
examples with est-ce que which accept negative particles and adverbs. 
That is, sentences like "N'est-ce pas que Jean vient?" are in fact 
the inverted (i.e. interrogative) equivalents of cleft sentences like 
(18 a), It is therefore reasonable to assume that they share some 
elements of underlying structure. On the other hand (22) cannot be 
derived from (21) because it is only in the clause 72 fait beau 


aujourd'hut that the two sentences are similar and the sequences 


e'est que and est-ce que in spite of their similarities, are unrelated 


in meaning. 
(21) C'est qu'il fait beau aujourd'hui. 
It's that the weather is nice today. 
(22) Est-ce qu'il fait beau aujourd'hui? 
Is the weather nice today? 
Additional evidence to support the dichotomy resides in 


the fact that the cleft introducer shows tense alternations while the 


7Grundstrom says: 


My own observations indicate that est-ce que is frequently used 
when the utterance is long or complicated, when the speaker is 
hesitant, or when he begins a question before he has formulated 
it in his mind. This seems to be the opposite of interrogative 
intensity, but perhaps these several uses of est-ce que are not 
mutually exclusive. 

If the uses are not mutually exclusive, then at least the underlying 

representation of the several uses are distinct. 


248 


‘ ee Le (i ee 
) 7 t 
| . Ot ae 


7 


=i) 


.eaqys evidegortssat xeild0 andy soane%g et dotdw "qatensant 
iigtm 3t ,Jostto> exsw yrroT 21. -euongnatt (22t: 1801) noxsebmux9 
-stqistnt eid aud sip s05888 2o atgiso sels: n. bapteb ‘oa slates ed 
‘ soitesup a2 nego ef bas bebasteb [lew gon at qihanoaint eda to nobies 

seont at bentsts2 et sup tas'o 20 eulev eugot = t%eL9 oT 
-edisvbs bas eslotixag evitegen tqso28 doidw sup so-se9 datw eslqasxs 
jos? ot ots "Staetv mst sup esq so-jee'H" sAki ssonetase .et tedT 
siti asoustnge tief> to eineleviups (evitsgormegnt .9.t) betxzsvnt odd 
smoe stefs yout Jatt savees oft sldanoase1 stoteted? ak 31 .(s 81) 
esd tonnes (SS) basd stera0 efg oO .stusowx2e gatyltebav to ejnsmsle 
weed 3$5p3, J savels sit ot yiao et 34 aeysoed (1S) an dt:-bevensb 
asoneupse ods bos teslimbe sts asonesne2 ows ef2 jadd Suni‘ busoym 
betaleiau sis ,eslsiueitmke xkedt to stigqe al exp so-3eS bas sup se5's 
-gotnssm ot 
_tud"bavotus used ste? typ tas’) (1S) 

- Yabo hobs ai isd3sew on3 Jed3 est 

fiud'bivofws vsed tis? IL'up go-sed (SS) 
Syshot sola xedasew ods el 7 
ck esbkeet ymoiorotb ss at0qgque o3 sonsbive SanORO SEER 


siz sitdw enoltsantssis sens3 ewolla se le dials ols sacs sc vein 


reyse moxdebaux0" 


— yisasupett ei snp Series tsd3 steotbat enoltsvisedo nwo YM 
ait rtsasage od3 nodw . I LGM 
bhetslomso0i eat od sx0isd | 


249 


interrogative est-ce que does not: 


(23) ay ec'étaittque Jean viendrait. 


It was that John would be coming. 


b. Etait-ce que Jean venait? 
Was it that John was coming 


c. Ce n'était pas que Jean était venu. 
It wasn't that John had come. 


The sentences of (23) are grammatical only as clefts and (23 b) would 


be ungrammatical as a simple interrogative. 


There are no occurrences of est-ce que which do not nave 
the phonological sequence /esk(e)/. That is, there are no ‘uninverted' 
forms, no tense inflections, no forms with inserted elements: est-ce 
que exists as an unvarying phonological sequence indicating that the 
sentence to which it is prefixed is a question. 

Langacker's proposal is therefore mistaken and his 
statement (1971:40) reveals an unnecessarily rigid view of the value 
of contemporary linguistic methods: 

Since I have already stretched your credence to the 

breaking point, if not far beyond, I may as well 

follow my instincts to their logical conclusion 

and close with the following non-answer: if c'est 

que did not exist, linguists would have to invent it. 

Huddleston and Uren (1969:12) raise the objection to 
Langacker's analysis that c'est que does not occur frequently enough 
to constitute the source of est-ce que. lLangacker (1971) counters 
this argument by stating that "it remains to be shown that frequency 
of use has any bearing on the appropriateness of derivations." He 
counters the argument that native speakers do not judge est-ce que to 


be related to c'est que by stating that such arguments need not 


necessarily "be expected to be subject to introspection."' Both of 


RAS. 


| Jon 290b swp se-tse evizsgortssal 
stistbasiv nesl sup aie33'D 8 (ES) poe vehi 
-atiimos sd bigow miol ted3 esw 31 . 
Taismev aeel sup 99-3 baad J 
gaimo> esw aol ted3 3F asl 


.unev 22839 geel sup eaq Jisds'’a 8D 42 
.9mo> bed ool jad +'neaw 31 


bivow (d 8) bas et3sl> es yfwo tsotsammerg ote (ES) to asdasinsa siT 


rea irony SF 


( cugJlé 


.svijsgorietni siquie p a6 Tad 1Skenb ght ad 
vvsn jog ob dotdw sim so-309 to esonetrv99[0 0m sie sir9HT ty 

‘botvevatav' on are sveds ,ei gad? .\(6)dea\ soneupse Isabgolonodq sd3 
ao-tee ragnsasle betreant dobw amo? on ,acotsoslint sen8d on%yemt02 
eft 3ted3 gotisotbat sonsupse Isotgolonodq gatyrsevov as saraskteeieds 
-notsesup s al bextietq ef 31 doidw o3 sonei3ase 

eld bas nedeseim stotateds et Laeoqo1g a‘ 1sdosgaed 
sulsv oft to weiv bigit yitxesssosngu os elsovex (OA: ICL) Inemetete 
| :ebodjem okialugalil yrsroqmetnoo to 

$H3 03 somebet. suey berosex3e Gaccta sved I sonte 

iisw as ysm I ,bmoyed sei jon if ,.jntoq gatidasid 

noteufone> isotgol atei2 o3 ejontzent ym wollot 

tae's i fiswens-soa gniwollot siz ditw seois baa 

-J£ taevnt ot evad bluow etekugait .jeaixe jon bib sup 

63 nottostdo oft estex (Sf: del) geiU bus cotjssibbsi 
dguons yisosupss3 i990 Jon asob ewp ses'o 3sd3 eteyisns e'redssgael 
aitsstnvoo (£ter) tetzsgast .8np S8o-tss lo somos oft etuttsenoo 02 
yousupsti jsfid awode sd of antames 3L" ted3 salaaze yd stiemogin obss 
sH " .anoksaviusd a ha aA ak ed? ao gnizeasd yas ead seu to 
OF SND So-dea Sgbut son, ob etedsoge evissa sails snomgxe od exeaau09 


hay TNE 


jon been sonomigrs 4 “fowe ‘ded3 gotrate hig “” vegies Rrryes od 
A aly ib. 


200 


these counter arguments receive acceptance in generative literature 
(Chomsky 1965:Chapter 1) but if the counter claims are open to 
doubt because they are outside the realm of empirical investigation, 
so are the original claims. 

Langacker admits (1971:38) that "est-ce que questions 
have been idiomaticized" and asserts (1971:39) "but there are 
grounds for believing that this has not happened in the standard 
language" without providing any grounds for the assertion other than 
restating the negative particle insertion argument which applies only 
to clefts in any case. The implication of Langacker's position is 
that idioms ought to be derivable from underlying syntactic structures 
and that whatever fixing of form or alteration of meaning occurs is a 
relatively superficial process.®° If this is so then there are 
surface semantic changes. Such changes would violate the Katz-Postal 
constraint and are therefore not permitted. 

The only solution to the est-ce que fiasco is to accept 
the fact that est-ce que is inserted directly in pre-sentence 
position as an independent morpheme associated with an underlying q. 
This interrogative morpheme serves as a marker of interrogation. As 
such it interacts with other interrogative morphemes (WH words). 


6.3 WH questions 


At first glance WH questions (WHQ) in French are relatively 


SLangacker does, however, say that the nature of syntactic idioms is 
open to question. Fraser (1970b) provides an analysis of different 
types of idioms according to the degree to which they can undergo 
transformation. 

It should also be noted that Langacker (1966:75-76) presents an 


analysis in which est-ce que is derived by a series of independently 
motivated transformations. However, the problems of meaning change remain. 
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uncomplicated. They take the three basic YNQ patterns as their 
starting point and mark one or more constituents for special notice. 
The specially designated constituent is the one which appears as 

the WH word in surface structure. 

There are, however, problems relating to the generative 
interpretation of idiosyncratic distributional factors differentiating 
questioned human and non-human constituents. For example, (24) is 
grammatical while (25) is not. 

(24) Qui passe? 

Who's going by? 
(25) *Que passe? 
What's going by? 
This pair contrasts with (26) and (27). 
(26) *Qui voit Henri? 
Who does Henry see? 
(27) Que voit Henri? 
What does Henry see? 
No satisfactory answers based on independently motivated rules, 
constraints and external alternations to this distributional problem 


have as yet been suggested. 


6.4 WHQ and intonation 


The structurally simplest type of WHQ is that represented 
by sentences like (28)-(31). 
(28) I1 part quand? 


When is he leaving? 
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(29) * T*va" fou? 

Where is he going? 

(30) "Tu vois*qui? 

Who do you see? 

(31) Vous achetez quoi? 

What are you buying? 

These sentences can have either rising or falling intona- 
tion. With rising intonation they suggest presuppositions of 
incredulity and are variations of echo questions like (32) with high 
rising pitch on the final segment. 

(32) Vous achetez des cigares? 
Are you buying (some) cigars? 
On the other hand, with falling pitch on the final segment these 
questions merely question the nature of the object, location, or 
time, as the case may be. The various interrogative words like 
quand and ou are superficial representations (i.e. lexical signals) 
of questioned temporals, locatives and the like. 


The underlying structure of sentence (28) is (33). 
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Since heure is a temporal noun, the entire prepositional phrase in 
which it occurs is a temporal adverb specifying the time at which the 
verbal action takes place. If the determiner is an unknown quantity 
and if the speaker wants to replace this indeterminacy by some specific 
point of reference he can ask a question about it. The lexical item 
which derives from an unspecified and questioned temporal is quand. 

The underlying WH morpheme attached to the determiner 
serves the function of relating the semantic @ to the node directly 
dominating DET in (33). As a notational device it is ad hoc but 
its function is a reflection of the underlying semantic disequilibrium. 
The WH can, as discussed in more detail in section 6.7 below, be 
attached to either the determiner node or to the NP node dominating 
both DET and temps in (33). The difference between the two attachments 
is apparent in pairs like (28) and (34). 

(28) 11 part quand? 

He leaves when? 
(34) I1 part a quelle heure? 
He leaves at what time (o'clock)? 

In (34) the use of heure “hour'' reveals that the presuppositions 
connected with the time of departure are more precise than they are 
in (28) and that in (34) only the nature of the determiner system is 
under question. In (28) the whole temporal phrase is being questioned. 
The distinction is emphasized in the types of usual answers to these 
two questions. 


(28) I1 part quand? 
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Al) I1 part dans trois minutes. 
He leaves in three minutes. 
A2) 11 part demain. 
He leaves tomorrow. 
A3) I1 part lundi prochain a huit heures du matin. 
He leaves next Monday at 8:00 a.m. 
(34) I1 part a quelle heure? 
Al) I1 part a trois heures vingt. 
He leaves at twenty after three. 
A2)ig@inparinadmidie 
He leaves at noon. 
A3)A Milepar thaaminui ce 
He leaves at midnight. 
In the latter set there is reference to a specific time as represented 
in the calibrations of clocks (or some such device) while the former 
sets can contain references to broader categories of time. That is, 
when the determiner is a WH word, the answer provides more specific 
information about the temporal slot than when the whole temporal phrase 
is glossed as a WH word. Consequently the answers to (34) are also 
possible answers to (28) but the answers to (28) are not usually 


possible responses to (34). 


6.5 WHQ and inversion 


Sentences like (28) have alternate forms” with the WH word 


%For discussion of some of the contextual and stylistic differences 
between the variants see Terry (1970), Foulet (1921) and Fromaigeat 


(1938). 


254 


-eesuntm etots ensb 1784 fr (fA 
-eoduakm sexds ak esvasl oH ho 6 8) He eee 
per tapq IT «SA. wouGal, 6 8 Oxotny 
sworrome? asvssl sii fend RN EFES LRP PP 
.cijsm ub eouerd tivsl & mkedoorq thaul 2zeq {1 (EA ee 
it.6 00:8 35 yYsbooM ax9m eaves! of - yaene me 
Seiad silsup & gusq IT (8€) 0 
.tgatv eemued efos3 & ataq IT (fA 
-9o1dt 19178 yinssw3 ts eaves! si 
stbtm’S axeq 11° (SA Sees 
.100n 28 eevael of ca ie 
,tiuntm & 31eq [I (fA > —* 
stigtabia 36 esvest of Z eae 
boinsestqst ss omits sitloege s 02 sonenster ab e193 Jee s9dtel ord HI 
rsartot off oftdw (9otveb douse simoe 10) adocko to emotssidiiss ed at 
.2i tsdT omit to estrcgsteao tebe0xd o3 ssometetsa aistmos ns9 2398 
olitosqe stom esbivotq tewans oft , brow aM 6 ek rsntorrsisb sid nonw 
sseidq Ietoqmes slodw odt sonw oad tole Istoqmss sii tuods nolsamtoint 
oala sts (A€) of etoweoaa oft ylansupsencdD .brow HW s as boeaeolg et 
vilsueuw ton ots (88) of answens sid dud (88) of etewenas oldiesoq 


, (S€) 09 ssencaqest sidteaoq 


1} 


notevsval bas PHW 2.0 


biow WN offs dttw “enrro? oteoregis ovead (82) eAtl ssonetas2 


esonstsiikb okieilyte big Leudedmos oft to emoe Yo aol 
JssgismoxT bas (£8@L) taluot , (OVC) yrxsT 998 aanstiav 


255 


in sentence initial position, as in (35). 

(35) Quand part-il? 

When is he leaving? 

These sentences are, then, derived by two additional 
transformations: one which moves the WH constituent to sentence 
(clause) initial position, and one which inverts the subject and 
verb. When there is a preposition in the phrase containing the WH 
morpheme the preposition is moved with it. This condition is 
responsible for the distinction between the following pairs. 

(36) a. *Quelle heure part-il a? 

b. A quelle heure part-il? 

(37) a. *Quoi faites-vous cela pour? 


b. Pourquoi faites-vous cela? 


6.6 WHQ and est-ce que 


As YNQ can use est-ce que rather than inversion, so can 
WHQ: 

(38) Quand est-ce qu'il part? 

(39) A quelle heure est-ce qu'il part? 
The transformations required to derive these are straightforward: 
est-ce que insertion and WH movement. However, it is in extending 
this scheme that difficulties are encountered. The only WHQ discussed 
to this point are those questioning elements in the adverbial 
(complement) constituents. When the object and subject NPs are 


questioned, certain sequences which ought to be grammatical given 
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usual notions of generality and analogy, are in fact not permitted. 

Interrogative words questioning objects appear in two 
forms, quit and que, depending on the human--nonhuman status of the 
(presupposed) object. 

(40) a. Jacques voit Marie. 

Jack sees Mary. 
b. Jacques voit qui? 

Who does Jack see? 
c. *Qui voit Jacques?!® 
d. Qui Jacques voit-il? 

Who does Jack see? 

(41) a. Le premier ministre voit l'arbre. 

The Prime Minister sees the tree. 
b. Le premier ministre voit quoi? 

What does the Prime Minister see? 
c. Que voit le premier ministre? 

What does the Prime Minister see? 
d. *Que le premier ministre voit-il? 

The contrast between c. and d. in (40) and (41) reveals 
one aspect of the problem: qu? permits (requires) only complex 
inversion while que permits (requires) only STYL-INV. This fact has 
been frequently noted in the contemporary literature (Langacker, 
1965; Hirschbuhler, 1969; Huddleston and Uren, 1969; Langacker, 1971; 


Kayne, 1972) but no one has offered a solution which integrates these 


10(40 c.) is grammatical as "Who sees Jack?" but not as "Who does 
Jack see?" 
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distributional facts with process statements of transformations. 

One means of avoiding (40 c.) and (41 d.) is to use an 
inserted est-ce que, or what appears to be an est-ce que, after the 
sentence initial WH word. This insertion precludes inversion, as 
shown in (40 c') and (41 d'). 

(40 c') Qui est-ce que Jacques voit? 

Who does Jack see? 
(41 d') Qu'est-ce que le premier ministre voit? 
What does the Prime Minister see? 

Sentences like these two introduce a new set of problems 
relating to the specification of subject and object. The initial WH 
word maintains the human - nonhuman bifurcation and they are both 
questioning the object. The subject can only be questioned in this 
type of structure by replacing the que of est-ce que by qut: 

(42) Qui est-ce qui voit le chien? 

Who sees the dog? 

(43) Qu'est-ce qut voit le chien? 

What sees the dog? 

Relative pronouns behave in the same way. Subjects are 
relativized as qui and objects as que. This parallel would indicate 
that (40 c') and (41 d'), (42) and (43) contain relative clauses pre- 
ceded by WH + est-ce. This analysis cannot be correct in spite of 
Langacker's assertion (1965) and hopes (1971) to the contrary. There 
are no semantic grounds for distinguishing (44) from (45). 

(44) Qui vient? 


Who is coming? 
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(45) Qui est-ce qui vient? 
Who is coming? 

Native speakers do not view these sentences as displaying any meaning 
difference whatever. Any differences are felt to be stylistic and 
related to sociological factors more than to linguistic content. If 
(45) in fact contained a relative clause, the sentence would presumably 
be derived from a cleft sentence and would therefore be distinct from 
(44). Whatever the source of clefts, they are distinct from non- 
cleft sentences in that they place emphasis on different constituents. 
Since (44) and (45) do not reflect a cleft -- noncleft dichotomy, 
a cleft origin of (45) is mistaken. 

The sentences (46) and (47) are identical in meaning and 
the presence of est-ce que or of est-ce + que (rel.) does not add 
emphasis or any other discernable feature to (47) which is not present 
in (46). 

(46) Que voit Jean? 

What does John see? 
(47) Qu'est-ce que Jean voit? 
What does John see? 
This fact argues against a derivational source for est-ce que in (47). 

The grammar of French will therefore have to specify that 
interrogative object words must rewrite as qut or que depending upon 
11 


their human status. Furthermore, the grammar must state that when 


WH movement applies the interrogative word must appear in sentence 


11Bonnard (1961) provides an excellent resume and cross classification 
of the detail of these facts. 
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initial position and that the final member of the /esk(s)/ construction 
alternates between /k(®)/ and /ki/ according to the function of the 
entire sequence. When there is a questioned NP, a functional 
(case) distinction is made between subject /...ki/ and object /...ka/. 
When the function is neutral, as in YNQ, even if the WH word derives 
from a source other than subject or object NP, the /...ke/ form is 
used. 

A schematic representation of this distributional informa- 


tion is given in (48). 


(48) WH word interrogative 
subj ./obj. morpheme 
(human) qui est-ce qui (subject) 
(nonhuman) que est-ce que (object) 


quand, ol, pourquoi est-ce que (neutral) 
There are, then, the following possibilities:?!? 
(49) a. qui est-ce que (vous voyez?) 
Who (do you see?) 
b. qu' est-ce que (vous voyez?) 
What (do you see?) 
c. qui est-ce qui (vous voit?) 
Who (sees you?) 
d. qu' est-ce qui (vous voit?) 
What (sees you?) 


(50) a. quand est-ce que (vous chantez?) 


When (do you sing?) 


l27nis list is illustrative, not exhaustive. There are other WH words 
such as lequel and comment which take the neutral est-ce que. 
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b. ou est-ce que (vous chantez?) 
Where (do you sing?) 

c. pourquoi est-ce que (vous chantez?) 
Why (do you sing?) 

d. *quand est-ce qui (vous chantez?) 

e. *ou est-ce qui (vous chantez?) 

f. *pourquoi est-ce qui (vous chantez?) 

Since est-ce que and est-ce qui alternate in this way and 
since neither one is analyzable, French has two est-ce que type 
morphemes /esk(2?)/ and /eski/, which appear according to whether or 
not the sentence initial WH derives from an underlying object or 
subject. Since these phonological sequences apparently have nothing 
whatever to do with cleft meaning, all the complex machinery required 
for the derivation is superfluous. Langacker (1971) argues that 
all of the transformations required for a cleft derivation of est-ce 
que et al are motivated independently (the Free Ride Principle--FRP). 
However, if the description is distorted by taking advantage of the 
FRP, then the FRP has little positive value in this instance. 

Still another complication is introduced by contrasting 
sentences (51) and (52). 

(G1) a.) Quiccoure? 

Who is running? 
b. Qui est-ce qui court? 
Who is running? 
(52) a. *Que court? 


What is running? 
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b. Qu'est-ce qui court? 
What is running? 
While (51 a) is grammatical with only an initial WH word, 
the analogous structure for a (questioned) non-human subject in 
(52 a) is not. Non-human subjects obligatorily require the presence 
of /eski/ as the interrogative morpheme. This too, is an isolated 
condition and cannot be related to any other features of French. The 
grammar will have to acknowledge this fact by inserting /eski/ into 
all sequences of aoe + verb. The insertion is either optional 
subject 


when the WH-subject-word is [+ human] or depends upon non-semantic 


features of style. 


6.7 Quel questions 


Some indication of a final type of WH question in French 
was given in section 6.4 in the discussion of questions like (34). 
(34) 11 part a quelle heure? 
He leaves at what time (o'clock)? 
These are the quel questions. They have a variety of forms: they 


are inflected for gender and number and they have compound forms 


which can undergo phonological modification characteristic of articles. 


The quel words always agree in gender and number with a 
noun: 
(53) a. Quel livre lisez-vous? 
Which book are you reading? 
b. Quelle voiture préférez-vous? 


Which car do you prefer? 
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c. Quels enfants viennent? 
Which children come? 
d. Quelles oranges a-t-elle choisies? 
Which oranges did she choose? 
In this respect they parallel the behavior of adjectives: 
(54) a. Je lisile livre®vert: 
I am reading the green book. 
b. Je préfére la nouvelle voiture. 
I prefer the new car. 
c. Les petits enfants viennent. 
The little children are coming. 
d. Elle a choisi les belles oranges. 
She chose the beautiful oranges. 

The compound forms of quel are made of initial segments 
resembling definite articles, and quel. Both parts of the compound 
forms are inflected for gender and number: 

(55) a. Lequel lisez-vous? 

Which one are you reading? 

b. Laquelle préférez-vous? 
Which one do you like best? 

c. Lesquels (d'entre eux) viennent? 
Which ones (of them) are coming? 

d. Lesquelles a-t-elle choisies? 
Which ones did she choose? 

The compound forms undergo modification of their first 


segments when juxtaposed to de and @. The modifications are the 
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same as for d@ and de plus articles, namely: 

a+ le > au dest. le wo du 

a gy Lessee ay aux de + les > des 
Examples with lequel are: 

(56) a. Auquel d'entre vous s'est-on adressé? 

Which one of you was spoken to? 
b. De laquelle avez vous besoin? 

Which one do you need? 
c. Auxquels pensiez-vous? 

Which ones were you thinking about? 
d. Desquelles vous servez-vous? 

Which ones are you using? 

Given the facts that quel behaves like adjectives and that 
lequel shares behavior with articles, it is reasonable to assume that 
quel questions derive from the determiner system of NPs. It is not 
clear how the underlying elements ought to be ordered. Given the 
data in (57), it appears that whenever both the article and quel 
are present, there can be no noun. 

(57) a. Lequel préférez-vous? 

Which one do you prefer? 
b. *Lequel livre préférez-vous? 
c. Quel livre préférez-vous? 

Which book do you prefer? 


d. *Quel préférez-vous? 


That is, Zequel functions as a nominal but quel functions as an 
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adjective. It can be hypothesized that this is due to the 
reduction of the sequence DET - ADJ - NP to DET + ADJ by a process 
of determiner attachment to an adjective. That is, it may be that a 


PM like (58) is changed to (59). 


(58) NP 
s/s Do 

/\ 

Adj N 


(59) NP 
Art Adj N 
le quel PEO 


Since the Pro-form filling N cannot surface, the only possible 
resulting status of le + quel is NP. The nominal lequel functions 
as either subject or object: 
(60) a. Lequel est le bon? 
Which one is the right one? 
b. Lequel voyez-vous? 
Which one do you see? 
Both of these possibilities are allowed under the article attachment 
hypothesis. 
On the other hand quel questions may be derived by deletion 
of Art when WH precedes an N filled by a noun. These suggestions 


are purely speculative and considerable additional attention must be 


given to this problem. 
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What is clear however, is that all quel questions 
interrogate some part of the determiner system governing nouns and 
that one or another of the determiner nodes is marked to contain a 
WH morpheme. The sentences in (61) illustrate the possible syntactic 
configurations for quel questions. 

(61) a. Vous avez quel livre? 

You have which book? 
b. Quel livre avez-vous? 
Which book do you have? 
c. Quel livre est-ce que vous avez? 
Which book do you have? 
d. Vous avez lequel? 
You have which one? 
e. Lequel avez—-vous? 
Which one do you have? 
f. Lequel est-ce que vous avez? 
Which one do you have? 
These sentences show that whenever WH movement applies either 
inversion or est-ce que insertion must also apply. Quel questions, 


then behave in every way like all other WH questions. 


6.8 Conclusion 


The est-ce que and WH word structures lead the linguist to 
the following dilemma. His methodology requires that his description 
derive from observations of systematic alternations (paraphrases). 


The statements of these alternations are called the description 
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or grammar of the corpus. French WHQ form a highly integrated 
system. WHQ which undergo WH movement have two inter- 
rogative markers in their surface structures: 1) the WH word; and, 
2) a syntactic device (inversion, est-ce que insertion). Analysis 
of est-ce que, YNQ and WHQ as containing est-ce que shows that there 
are more ad hoc insertions and alternations than have generally 
been attributed to French. This may result from the fact that the 
methodological procedures are based upon unwarranted assumptions 
about the general, 'universal' and integrated nature of linguistic 
data. Misdirected attempts to derive /esk(®)/ and /eski/ from complex 
embeddings and underlying cleft sentences are the result of the 
rigidity of the methodology and do not reflect an isomorphic correla- 
tion of the language structure as perceived by native speakers in 
conscious reports. Until linguists and others have developed 
techniques for evaluating the internalized competence or knowledge 
of a speaker, discussions about whether one ad hoc description is 
preferable over another are premature. 

Attempts to reach levels of explanatory adequacy (Chomsky 
1965:25) without due respect to intervening descriptive adequacy 
(Chomsky 1965:24) are doomed to fail. One of the conditions on 
descriptive adequacy is that it implies correct statements about 
native speakers' intuitions. The attempts at analyzing est-ce que 
as a cleft, for example, blatantly ignore native speakers' assertions 
that the sequence is an empty phonological string whose only role is 
to label the sentence as an interrogative. The zealous appeal to 


generality and independently motivated transformations (systematic 
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correspondances) is merely an artifact of the methodology and should 
be discarded when it distorts the data, however complex and disjoint 


the resulting descriptive statements may be. 
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CHAPTER VII 


CONCLUSIONS 


7.0 Conclusions and implications 


Chapter I presented a brief discussion of arguments for 
constraining the operations of transformations so that they do not 
change the meaning associated with a particular structure. On the 
basis of permutation, insertion and deletion transformations it was 
held that a meaning preservation constraint (the KPC) was well 
motivated. Chomsky (1971) however, has presented several arguments 
against such a constraint and in favor of a descriptive system 
which derives at least some elements of meaning from surface 
structures. 

Some of Chomsky's arguments are refutable on syntactic 
grounds: there are alternate means of describing some of his examples 
within the KPC. At least one of his arguments (only distribution) is 
refuted by counterexamples. The interpretivist arguments imply a lack 
of relation between underlying (intended) meaning and surface 
(realized) meaning for at least some semantic features. If some 
elements of meaning are superficial it could be argued that those 
aspects of meaning attributed to underlying structures are artifacts 
of the analysis and that all meaning is specified at the surface. 
This claim would essentially destroy the value of structural analysis 
based on the comparison of sentence structures which are interpreted 
as having similar meanings. Any "systematic" alternations of 
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meaning associated with "systematic" alternations of structural 
configurations would be assigned at the surface level and there would 
be no need for underlying structures of any kind. 

The implication of both of these versions of the surfacist 
position is that speakers do not have control over the expressive 
units with which they communicate. Given this undesirable implica- 
tion of Chomsky's position and the fact that some of his arguments 
are refuted, it is not clear whether the KPC ought to be maintained 
on a general level or not. However, an analysis of French interroga- 
tives shows that it is possible to construct descriptive statements 
within the bounds of the KPC. 

If the KPC is accepted as one element of the basic orienta- 
tion for transformational analysis, some means of differentiating 
sentence types is necessary. Questions exhibit consistent oppositions 
of meaning to declaratives (and imperatives). It is shown in 
Chapter II that an underlying question morpheme @ attached to the 
beginning of a sentence can serve the purpose of representing this 
distinction. The @ can also serve as a trigger for the operation of 
the transformations responsible for producing the particular syntactic 
configurations of questions. 

Interrogatives in English and French can be differentiated 
as yes/no questions (YNQ) and WH questions (WHQ). Katz and Postal 
(1964) propose that this distinction be made by attaching a WH 
morpheme to the underlying structures of WHQ but not to YNQ. However, 
there are different types of WHQ. It is therefore necessary to 


attach the WH to some particular node in the underlying structure so 
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that "Who bought a book?" and "What did John buy?" are separated 
consistently. 

Langacker (1969, 1971) argued that @ be replaced by an 
abstract performative verb ASK indexed in such a way that the system 
of indices would replace the WH. In Chapter III it was shown that 
performatives are unmotivated and ill-defined structures. There 
is evidence to indicate that extralinguistic information is relevant 
to the functioning of linguistic operations but the same evidence 
indicates that abstract sentences as currently conceived are 
inadequately defined to serve the purpose. 

An index system is rejected in Chapter III where it is 
shown that embedded interrogatives as defined by Baker (1970) are 
analyzable as relative clauses. This rejection does not eliminate 
the necessity for maintaining a WH morpheme to distinguish between 
subtypes of WHQ. In any event, given the lack of motivation for 
ASK and the rejection of indices (for questions), the Langacker and 
Baker proposals are discarded as being functionally equivalent to 
the @ + WH analysis and therefore not providing any information not 
previously associated with @ + WH. 

French intonation questions (IQ) were examined in Chapter 
IV. The only overt indication of the interrogative status of such 


questions is rising intonation. While it is possible to delineate 


IQ as a subcategory of interrogative structures it is not yet possible 


to state what question intonation is. Zwanenburg (1965) has shown that 


there is no single intonation pattern which is consistently or 


exclusively associated with IQ. Delattre (1970) has further shown 
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that the intersection of intonation patterns and syntactic patterns 
is significant in representing particular meanings. These observa- 
tions indicate the relevance of multiple linguistic signalling 
systems in surface structure. This conclusion is consistent 

with the idea that all aspects of meaning are present in underlying 
structures: both syntactic configuration and intonation factors 
are sensitive to particular meaning features and can be manipulated 
so as to represent various nuances of meaning, intention, and so on, 
in a specified communicative context. 

Other findings in connection with intonation accent the 
need for increased precision in evaluating and comparing intonation 
patterns. Both Langacker (1971) and Hirschbuhler (1970) have pro- 
posed derivations for intonation questions which violate the acoustic 
facts of the intonation patterns involved (cf. Delattre 1969). 

French inversion questions (Chapter V) can be divided into 
two general types: simple inversions and complex inversions. 
Inversions can also be separated according to whether a subject 
clitic or a subject noun phrase is inverted (Kayne 1972). Of these 
subtypes only complex inversions pose significant problems of 
analysis. Within the confines of the KPC, two sources of complex 
inversions are required. Focused complex inversions represent the 
semantic effect of focusing devices in general. It was proposed 
that focused complex inversions derive through reduplication (a 
general focusing process) and clitic inversion. Unfocused inversions 
are to be derived through insertion of a clitic in postverbal 


subject position when a @ and an unfocused NP are present. The 
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insertion process maintains marked features for gender (and number) 
and inserts 77 when gender and number are unmarked. 

This solution to complex inversion makes the necessary 
distinction between focused and unfocused NPs. The advantage of a 
dual source is that it concisely accounts for a number of distributional 
complexities of reduplicated versus inverted clitics. Therefore, not 
only is it possible to deal with these structures with the KPC, it 
is desirable to do so. 

A relatively concrete and straightforward analysis of est-ce 
que and WHQ is made possible by the KPC. Langacker (1965) and others 
have assumed that est-ce que questions are derived from the clefting 
device c'est que. However, as shown in Chapter VI, there are both 
syntactic and semantic arguments against this. The morpheme est-ce 
que never occurs in any other phonological form than /esk(9)/: 
there are no tense changes, no permutations and no insertions possible 
without changing the meaning. When such processes do occur the value 
of the changed sequence is always that associated with clefting, a 
value absent from the interrogative marker est-ce que. The conclusion 
is that est-ce que is a single morphological unit. 

WHQ pose some slight complications in that they require 
est-ce que to appear as est-ce quit when the subject of the sentence 
is questioned (i.e. when WH is attached to the subject). There is 
therefore an alternation between que and quit as the final member of 
est-ce que. The alternation is predictable and is produced in 
response to specific factors internal to the linguistic structure. 


Once again the KPC allows a concise and accurate description of the 
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observable data and avoids ad hoc meaning neutralization procedures. 

Other WHQ are derived when WH is attached to object, 
adverbs and determiner nodes. No difficulties are encountered by 
using the @ + WH proposal: WH words are formed and then shifted to 

“sentence initial position. 

Since the KPC and @ + WH not only allow a coherent descrip- 
tion of French interrogatives but also encourage the incorporation of 
some very desirable features into the analysis, it can be concluded that 
both of these proposals are well-motivated. If at some other point either 
of these proposals is replaced by some other, the replacement will 
have to take the factors discussed here into account. Of these two 


proposals it is felt that the KPC is the more important since it 


affects the orientation of research and implies strong claims about 
the nature of language as an instrument of communication. The WH 

as a specifier of relationships is an artifact of the methodology 
involved in a descriptive system. It does not direct the orientation 
of the analysis but merely reports the results. Zwicky (1971) points 
out that when the KPC was first proposed it was a "methodological 
rule-of-thumb" but that it gradually acquired the status of "organiz-— 
ing hypothesis" or fundamental empirical hypothesis concerning the 


organization of linguistic structures. 


7.1 Future directions 


At several points in this work it has become evident that 


the gap which presently exists between linguistic grammars and more 


general grammars of usage hampers description. In Chapter III, it 


was shown that while performatives have attempted to bridge this gap 
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they are presently incapable of doing so. The proposed internal 
structure of abstract sentences presupposes a two participant 
(speaker-addressee) orientation of linguistic messages. Hymes (1972) 
has shown this to be an inadequate orientation. Performative verbs 
also fail to reflect the fact that syntactic operations typically 
related to one underlying meaning can also appear in sentences 
representing a different meaning. This latter failing is not 
restricted to performatives. It is a property shared by all analyses 
which purport to uniquely associate particular syntactic operations 
with a single typical meaning or set of meanings. Such analyses do 
not reflect the communicative context in which a given sentence is 
produced. As was shown in Chapter IV, it is not possible to associate 
an individual intonation pattern with an individual syntactic pattern. 
Furthermore, syntactic patterns and intonation patterns intermesh 

so that the "usual" meanings associated with each of them are 

changed. 

A related issue was noted in Chapter V. Although cleft 
sentences like "C'est lui qui m'a ouvert la porte," place focus on 
the subject, a cleft sentence like "C'est le curé qui va rire!," 
emphasizes the predicate. Thus while there are regularities in the 
distribution of linguistic units these regularities are not necessarily 
open to interpretation independently of the semantic value inherent 
in each of the lexical items. 

The consequence of these observations is that there is no 
unique connection between syntactic configurations and underlying 
meaning. Such a conclusion is not an argument in defence of surface 


structure modifications to meaning. It has been shown here that a 
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well-motivated analysis of French interrogatives is possible without 
recourse to surface insertions of meaningful elements. If it is 
assumed that the linguistic grammar has access to a broader base of 
input information and that the semantic input is the intended 
message of the speaker, then it should not be surprising that the 
communicative tools at the disposal of the speaker can be manipulated 
so as to convey that message via superficial structures. To claim 
that there are changes in the meaning of a sentence at the derived 
structure level is to deny that a speaker has control over his 
utterances. 

In order to better understand these problems and the 
interaction of communicative context, intended message and linguistic 
signals each of these areas will have to be explored in more depth. 
The overt linguistic data to which we have access are manifestations 
of the intersection of each of these areas. Continued formalization 
of the distributional features of the syntactic signalling systems 
independently of more general considerations of the function of 
language may well be a misdirected activity. It will be the study 
of the intersections and interdependencies of various facets of 
language which will lead the way to a fuller understanding of the 


functioning of language as a tool of communication. 
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